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suitable 

suitable 
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15,  ever  was  or  ever  will  be 

ever  was  or  ever  can  be 

,,  257,   „ 

5,  ROMANIS 

ROMAXOS 

(Advertisement)  line  21,  Canon  Farrar's  Ex- 

Canon   Farrar's   Exposition    of 

position  of  St.  Paul 

the  Doctrine  of  St  Paul 
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PREFACE 

AND   INTRODUCTION    OF   THE   ARGUMENTUM   VELATUM 


I.  In  presenting  to  the  reader  the  following  inter- 
pretation of  a  famous  dogmatic  Passage,  it  will  be 
useful,  by  way  of  introduction,  to  say  something  about 
its  character. 

There  are  three  ways  in  which  it  should  be  looked  at 
in  order  to  its  proper  comprehension.  It  should  be 
considered  (I)  in  relation  to  all  other  and  previous  inter- 
pretations, and  (2)  in  relation  to  the  Greek  Text  which 
it  explains,  and  (3)  in  relation  to  that  doctrinal  system  of 
Extrinsic  Justification  which  is  the  centre  and  foundation 
of  the  theology  of  the  Reformation. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  the  author  presents  the 
interpretation  contained  in  these  pages  as  original.  He 
assumes  it  to  be, — since  he  has  good  reason  for  believing 
it  to  be, — a  new  interpretation ;  one  which  has  hitherto 
escaped  the  observation  of  theologians,  commentators, 
and  critics.  And  this,  notwithstanding  the  apparent 
approximation   to  it  which  is  found  in  St.  Augustine, 
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(Lib.  de  Spiritu  et  Littera,  c.  26) ; — "  His  verbis  lioc  unde 
agitur  subjungit  et  dicit,'*  &c. :  notwithstanding,  also,  the 
real  approximation  which  occurs  in  Jowett's  commentary 
on  the  Passage ; — "Verse  14  is  closely  connected  with 
verse  13,  of  which  it  forms  an  indirect  proof."  At  the 
same  time,  it  must  be  owned  that  this  very  character  of 
novelty  serves  of  itself  to  confront  the  author  with  a 
difficulty  which,  at  first  sight,  may  be  fairly  described  as 
'  tremendous.'  For  the  rejected  interpretations  and 
expositions, — various  and  conflicting  as  they  are, — reach 
as  far  back  as  to  those  of  Tertullian  the  Latin  (adv. 
Marcion,  B.  v,  c.  13)  and  Origen  the  Greek  Father  (Rom. 
B.  ii,  n.  7,  8,  9.) 

II.  In  the  second  place,  if  the  Author^s  confessedly  novel 
nnd  original  interpretation  be  considered  in  relation  to  the 
passage  (Rom.  ii,  11,  12,  13,  14, 15,  16)  of  which  it  claims 
to  be  the  true  explanation,  it  appears  that  there  are 
several  forms  under  any  one  of  which  it  might  have  been 
submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  reader.  It  might  have 
been  diffidently  proposed  as  a  possible  interpretation ;  one 
which,  on  the  plea  of  fairness,  or  on  the  plea  of  indulgence, 
demanded  or  courted  a  hearing.  Or  it  might  have  been 
put  forward  as  a  very  prohahle  interpretation  ;  one  which 
aspired,  not  merely  to  hold  its  ground,  but  even  gradually 
to  win  its  way  to  general  acceptance.  Or,  lastly,  it 
might  have  been  advanced  hypotheticalhj; — under  a  form 
which  secures  to  the  advocate  of  a  (supposed)  truth  the 
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full  advantage  of  all  that  can  be  adduced  in  its  belialf, 
without  'committing*  him  to  any  result,  or  involving  him 
in  any  responsibility.  Thus,  it  might  have  been  urged 
that,  if  this  interpretation  were  adopted,  first  those 
various  difficulties  which  beset  all  other  interpretations 
would  disappear,  and  secondly,  that  certain  consequences, 
exegetical  and  doctrinal,  would  ensue  with  respect  to  the 
following  chapters  of  this  Epistle,  (as  also  to  kindred 
chapters  in  Galatians  and  elsewhere),  on  the  subject  of 
Justification  by  Faith.  And  so  on.  These  forms  have 
been  discarded  as  so  many  circuitous  and  unnecessary 
paths.  It  rarely  happens, — how  rarely  ! — that,  in  a  case 
of  this  kind,  an  interpreter,  mindful  of  the  voices  of 
prudence  and  modesty,  nevertheless  is  able  to  invest  his 
own  determination  of  a  difficult  and  variously-construed 
passage  with  the  character  of  ^positive  certainty.  Yet 
that  which  rarely  happens  happens  here.  For  the  author 
presents  the  following  interpretation  as  positively  certain. 
The  grounds  of  this  certainty  will  reveal  themselves  in 
the  course  of  these  pages.  Here,  suffice  it  to  observe, 
that  on  the  very  fundamental  principles  of  Exegesis 
themselves,  the  best  interpretation  of  a  passage  must, — 
if  it  be  in  such  sort  the  best  as  that,  not  only  no  other 
equal  to  it  can  be  found,  but  also  if  it  be  such  that  it 
itself  leaves  nothing  to  be  desired  and  presents  nothing 
to  be  disapproved, — must,  it  would  seem,  be  the  one 
true  interpretation  j   must  necessarily  represent  the  very 
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thought    or   argument   which   the   text   is   intended   to 
convey.     But  these  conditions  are  fully  present  in  the 
instance  of  this  Interpretation.     For  whereas,  on  the  one 
hand,  there  is  nothing  to  be  alleged  against  it,  so,  on  the 
other,  it  unites,  as  will  be  seen,  every  scientific  and  every 
natural   advantage    in   its   favour.      It    absorbs,    in    its 
fitness,  all  the  conditions, — be  they  grammatical,  be  they 
lexical,    or   be   they   logical, — of  the   passage  which  it 
explains.     And  it,  and  it  alone,  of  all  fulfils  this  decisive 
part.*     One  objection,  indeed,  it  has  to  encounter;  the 
objection    that    all    previous   expositions   by    otherwise, 
though  diversely,  occupying  the  passage  do,  in  a  sense, 
a  negative   sense,    exclude   and  oppose   this.     But  how 
hollow   this    objection    is    will    at    once    appear    if    we 
remember  that,  in  order  to  its  rejection  by  the  inter- 
preters who  have  not  proposed  it,  but  in  its  stead  some 
other,  it  must  have  been  perceived.     But  we  submit  that 
it  was  never  perceived.     To  talk,  therefore,  of  opposition 
or  rejection  where  there   has  been  no   opportunity   for 
judgment  is  to  say  for  former  Exogefces  more  than  they 
could  have  said  for  themselves. 

Of  the  nature  of  the  interpretation  itself  the  author 
will  here  subjoin  a  brief  account.  Though  to  do  so  is  to 
anticipate  and  is  somewhat  out  of  place.  The  true  inter- 
pretation, then,  of  this  passage  in  the  first  place,  makes 
vcr,  14  sustain  the  whole  of  ver.  13,  with  a  reason;  — 
*  The  word  (pian  notwithstandiDg.     See  Chapter  V.  (pixrii. 
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as  also  ver.  13  itself  sustains  the  latter  half  of  ver.  12, 
with  a  reason,  and  as  ver.  12  sustains  ver.  11  with  a 
reason  and  as  ver.  11  sustains  vv.  9,  10,  with  a  reason. 
And  the  reader  must  ever  bear  in  mind  that  this  adjust- 
ment is  the  head  and  front,  though  not  the  sum,  of  the 
new  interpretation.  Secondly,  besides  having  this 
primary  and  obvious  basis,  it  rests  and  turns,  from  ver. 
12  to  ver.  15,  on  what  may  be  described  as  the  Argii- 
mentum  Velatum;  or  'Veiled  Argument,^ — the  argu- 
ment, that  is,  wherein  the  Apostle  through  the  medium  of 
persons,  and  personal  agency  deals  with  the  relations 
(together)  of  things.  In  such  a  manner  as  that,  first, 
the  personal  surface,  or,  (so  to  speak),  the  external 
machinery  of  persons  and  personal  agency  veils, — h.e.,  at 
once  exhibits  and  conceals, — the  relations  and  relative 
workings  of  things  behind,  (or  beneath)  :  and  secondly 
that  the  sole  key  which  can  unlock, — h.e.,  connect  and 
elucidate, — the  language  and  reasoning  of  the  Apostle  is 
to  be  found  in  that  iuncr  sustaining  argument,  which, 
because  it  is  inner,  is  not  expressed  but  is  nevertheless 
there; — is  not  subjectively  devised,  but  is  objectively, 
because  necessarily  there,  within  the  verse.  The 
Argiimentum  Velatum,  moreover,  which  thus  animates,  as 
it  were,  and  explains  the  Passage  turns  upon  the 
reciprocal  relations  of  BiKaioavvr}  and  the  v6fio<;— that  is 
of  Justice  and  The  Law ; — turns  on  the  relation  of  the 
Law  to  Justice  and  on  the  relation  of   Justice  to  the 
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Law.*  In  these  verses  we  see  (I)  position,  (2)  change, 
and  (3)  counterchange :  for  in  them  the  Apostle  passes 
first  ver.  12  B,  from  Sin,  (and  therein  implicitly  from 
Justice),  to  the  vo^io^  :  then  from  the  Law, — the  vo\io<i, — 
to  Justice ;  (ver.  13)  and  finally  from  Justice  back  again 
to  the  Law,  vv.  14,  15.  And  he  reasons  of  things  and 
their  relations  under  the  *  veil,^  and  through  the  medium, 
of  persons  and  their  actions.  Because  these  persons  and 
that  action  outwardly  represent  those  things  and  those 
relations.  The  full  elucidation  of  the  Argumentuni 
Velatum,  together  with  the  survey  of  its  evidences  and 
recommendations  belong  to  a  later  page.  Yet  will  not 
this  brief  indication, — even  only  this, — suffice  for  that 
keener  critical  eye  which  belongs  to  the  few  among  the 
few ;  so  that  it  will  seek  no  more  from  these  pages  but 
will  for  itself,  by  its  own  insight  and  comprehensive 
range,  work  out  their  main  contents  ? 

III.  Easy,  however,  though  it  may  be  to  convey  in  a 
few  words  the  nature  of  the  Interpretation  itself;  with 
regard  to  the  consequences  which  flow  from  it  the  case 
is  different  indeed.  The  consequences  are  numerous,  far- 
reaching  and  of  the  highest  importance. 

For  (1)  it  determines,  once  for  all,  the  hucaio^vvr)  deov 
of  Romans  i.  17,  iii.  21,  22,  and  x,  3, — the  conception 
of   the  thing  denoted  and  the   import  of  the  term  or 

*  In  other  words,  the  argument  of  vv.  13-14  turns  on  the  nature  of  the 
I'o/iof  :  its  relations,  contents  and  end. 
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phrase  which  denotes  it :  and  this  again,  fixes  the  force 
or  meaning  of  the  Three  Words,  SiKaio^,  BiKaioavvr}, 
and  SiKaiovv  in  their  connexion  with  Justification  by 
Faith  both  as  to  the  nature  of  the  things  meant  and  the 
corresponding  import  of  the  terms  themselves. 

It  (2)  absolutely  removes  all  hypothetical  basis  and 
character  not  only  from  this  passage  but  from  the  entire 
chapter  in  which  it  occurs  and  connects  that  chapter  by 
a  strong  and  direct  logical  nexus  with  those  which  follow 
it  for  many  pages. 

It  (3)  immovably  fixes  ver.  13  in  the  position  of  a 
fundamental,  immutable,  universal  principle  or  law, — 
with  or  without  the  accident  of  the  v6^o<i  under  which  it 
is  there  presented. 

By  (4)  demonstrating  the  identityof  the  Justice*  of 
the  vofiof  (Law-fulfilling  justice)  with  the  Justice  of 
Faith  as  confronting,  with  absolute  opposition,  the  epya 
vofiov  (law-produced  justice), — a  purely  Pauline  phrase 
used  by  him  alone  in  the  entire  Sacred  Volume, f — it 
determinately  moulds  the  whole  face  of  the  Apostle's 
language  and  teaching  on  this  topic  everywhere. 

It  (5)  establishes  the  doctrine  of  Intrinsic  Justification 
and  excludes  from  the  outset  and  throughout  from  first 
to  last,  the  Extrinsicist  interpretation  of  the  Pauline 
Argument  and  that  view  or  theory  or  system  of  Extrinsic 

*  Righteousness — Gerechtigkeit. 

t  And  by  him  used  only  nine  limes.     Common  Text. 
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Justification  whicli  the  Reformation  has  based  upon  the 
language  and  reasoning  of  the  Apostle.  Thus  bringing 
St.  Paul  into  a  collision,  the  most  direct  and  momentous, 
with  the  Reformers  and  tbeir  whole  train.  See  Pro- 
testant Paulinism  or  Extrinsicism  from  Luther's  '  Argu- 
mentum'  in  his  Commentary  on  Galatians,  to  Meyer's 
Commentary  on  Romans,  Baur's  '  Paulus,'  Pfleiderer's 
^  Paulinismus,'  Renan's  '  Saint  Paul,'  and  Farrar's  Expo- 
sition of  Romans  and  Galatians  in  bis  '  Life  and  Work 
of  St.  Paul.' 

In  a  word :  if  tbe  interpretation  of  the  Passage  of  tbe 
four  yap  be  the  true  key  (here)  of  the  Apostle's  mind 
and  language  then, — if  it  may  be  permitted  to  venture 
on  such  sti'ong  and  perhaps  strange  comparisons, — the 
movement  of  the  eartli,  the  law  of  gravitation,  the  circu- 
lation of  the  blood,  are  not  made  more  certain  from  the 
teacbing  of  nature  than  is  the  intrinsic  nature  of  Justice 
and  Justification  '  of  life  '*  made  certain  from  the 
Epistles  of  St.  Paul. 

In  the  third  place,  then,  tbis  interpretation  (1)  hitherto 
undiscovered  and  (2)  presented  as  certain,  is,  at  the  same 
time,  (3)  fatal  to  and  subversive  of,  that  general  concep- 
tion of  the  Scheme  of  Salvation  and  that  large  doctrine 
of  Extrinsic  Justification  to  which  the  term  '  Protestant' 
is  both  popularly  and  properly  applied,  and  which  we 
more  or  less  readily  recognise  in  the  writings  of  fifty 
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theologians  whom  we  select  from  the  mass  of  Protestant 
or  Rationalist  divines  and  name  in  the  following  cata- 
logue. We  select  them  either  as  being  the  most  con- 
spicuous, or  among  the  most  distinguished,  representatives 
of  the  Extrinsic  or  '  Reformed^  doctrine,  in  its  funda- 
mental outlines  and  essential  structure.  Representatives, 
notwithstanding  certain  modifications  which  are  sure  to 
be  found  in  the  various  *  school-conceptions'  of  a  great 
dogma  never  '  defined'  by  recognised  authority.  Luther, 
— the  father  and  founder  of  '  Paulinism'  or  the  Extrinsic 
system  of  Justification,  because  certainly  the  original 
inventor  of  Extrinsic  Justice,  —  Melancthon,  Calvin, 
Zwinglius,*  Bucer,  Cranmer,  Jewell,  Knox,  Bullinger, 
Chemnitz,  Beza; — Hooker,  Davenant,  Jackson,  Chilling- 
worth,  Hammond,  Bull,  Waterland  ; — Gerhard,  Michaelis, 
Bengel,  Neander,  Winzer,  Tholuck,  Usteri,  Olshausen, 
Fritzsche,  Winer,  De  Wette,  Riickert,  Wiesler,  Schott 
(H.  A.),  Ewald,  Meyer,  Baur,  Pfleiderer; — Chalmers, 
Morison ; — Wesley,  Simeon,  Arnold,  Julius  Hare,  Alford, 
Wordsworth,  Trench,  Ellicott,  Jowett,  Vaughan,  Light- 
foot  and  Farrar.  For  corresponding  '  Symbolical' 
writings  see  Appendix. 

IV.  But  one  of  the  greatest  of  the  consequences  which 
flow  from  the  interpretation  here  presented  is  to  be 
found,  as  we  have  ah'eady  said,  in  its  bearing  upon  the 

*  Of  Zwinglius,  Merer  observes : — "  We  may  add  that  with  Luther's 
doctrine  of  Justification  Zwingli  substantially  concurs.  See,  for  defence 
of  the  latter  (against  Stahl),  Ritechl,"  Sec.     Comm.  Rom.  i.  17,  rwte. 
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Three  Words^  htKaio^;,  ScKaioavvr},  Sikuiovv, — chief  factors 
in  the  Pauline  doctrine  of  Justification^  and^  the  last  of 
them  one  of  the  most  important  words  that  the  Greek 
Scriptures  contain. 

It  conclusively,  if  not  primarily,  operates  to  determine 
the  true  import  of  these  words  in  Romans  and  Galatians, 
and  particularly  in  dogmatic  and  decisive  passages.  Not 
to  extend  these  introductory  remarks  to  too  great  a 
length,  we  will  here  merely  observe  that  the  meaning 
imposed  by  the  Extrinsicists  on  StKuiovv,  in  its  connexion 
with  the  7rl(Trt<;,  {e.g.  in  Romans  iii.  24,  26,  28,  30,  and  in 
Galatians  ii.  16,  17 — iii.  8,  25),  is,  beyond  all  doubt  and 
all  shadow  of  a  doubt,  a  forged  meaning.  That  is  to 
say  a  meaning  produced  to  fulfil  the  conditions  of  the 
Extrinsic  doctrine  and  not  merely  foreign,  but  essentially 
opposed,  to  the  Pauline  sense,  no  less  than  to  the  twofold 
import  of  the  word  in  both  Testaments. 

V,  Among  the  authorities  and  guides  which  may  be 
profitably  consulted  on  the  passage  under  consideration, 
as  well  as  on  the  chapter  in  which  it  occurs  and  the  two 
Epistles  in  which  St.  Paul  treats  especially  of  Justifi- 
cation, the  following  Theologians  and  Commentators  may 
be  named.  They  are  named  as  seeming,  all  of  them,  to 
deserve  attention  on  account  of  the  reputation  they  have 
acquired  either  recently  or  in  former  times.* 

*  They  are  named  whether,  in  this  or  that  instance,  the  author  has  had 
access  to  them  or  not. 
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Inirinsicist ;  Origen,*  Chryaostom,  Hilary  (Ambros.), 
Jerome,  Augustine  (De  Spiritu  et  Littera  and  Comm.), 
Theodoret,  Ecumenius,  Theophylact,  Anselm,  Lombard 
(Collect.),  Aquinas  (Horn.),  Cajetan,  Erasmus,  Toletus, 
Bellarmine  (De  Justif.),  Estius,  Justiniani,  Suarez  (De 
Gratia),  Alapide,  Menochius,  Tirinus,  Piconius,  Calmet, 
Beelen,  Maier,  Reithmayer,  Bisping,  Windischmann, 
Kenrick,  MacEvilly,  Perrone  (De  Gratia),  Franzelin 
(De  Deo  Uno). 

Extrinsicist ;  Luther  (Comm.  and  Preff.),  Melancthon, 
Calvin  (Comm.  and  Instit.),  Beza,  Cranmer  (Notes  on 
Justification  and  Homilies),  Hooker  (Sermon  on  Justifi- 
cation), Davenant  (De  Justitia),  Hammond,  Bull  (on 
Justification),  Waterland  (on  Justification),  Whitby, 
Bengel  (Gnomon),  Usteri  (Comm.  and  Exposition), 
Winzer,  Schott  (H.  A.),  Tholuck,  Winer,  Riickert, 
Wiesler,  Fritzsche,  Olshausen,  Baur  {'  Paulus'),  Hilgen- 
feld,  Hoff'man,  De  Wette,  Ewald,  Meyer,  Pfleiderer 
('Paulinismus'),  Morison  (Monograph,  Rom.  iii.),  Words- 
worth, Howson,  Peile,  Alford,  Jowett,  Yaughan,  Ellicott, 
Lightfoot,  Farrar  (^St.  PauF),  and  Renan  ('Saint  Paul'). 

The  following  Lexicists  and  Grammarians  need  no 
recommendation,  but  it  may  perhaps  be  of  some  use  to 
mention  them:  Trommius  (Cone),  Schmidt  (Cone), 
Stephanus,  Wahl,  Wilke,  Schleusner,  Bretschneider, 
Passow,  Buttmann,  Winer  (N.  T.  Grammar),  Klotz, 
*  Where  nothing  is  added  to  the  name,  Commentary  is  understootl. 
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Kriiger,  and  lastly  Kiihner,  whose  larger  Grammar  is 
strongly  recommended  by  Meyer  in  his  Preface  (Comm.) 
of  1872. 

As  representing  the  Common  and  other  Texts,  the 
author  has  habitually  used  Scrivener's  (Cambridge)  Greek 
Testament, — Textus  Stephanicus,  a.d.  1550, — which  sub- 
joins readings  of  Beza,  Elzevir,  Lachraann  and  Tischen- 
dorf,  and,  (to  the  year  1860),  of  Tregelles.  He  has, 
besides,  kept  before  him  the  (now)  complete  Greek  Tes- 
tament of  Tregelles ;  the  text  presented  by  Jowett  and 
that  by  Vaughan  in  their  Commentaries  on  Romans; 
that  given  by  Bllicott  and  that  by  Lightfoot  in  their 
Commentaries  on  Galatians.  He  would  here  add  that 
Meyer  introduces  each  chapter  of  his  Commentaries  on 
these  Epistles  with  a  survey  of  the  state  of  the  text. 
For  the  Old  Testament,  the  author  has  used  Bagster's 
(London)  volume  of  the  Septuagint  Version  according  to 
the  Vatican  Edition.  And,  in  the  working  out  of  the 
subject  undertaken,  he  has  exclusively  occupied  himself 
with  the  Greek ;  no  attention  being  paid  to  any  other 
language,  ancient  or  modern,  except, — and  that  slightly, 
— as  regards  the  words  vofxo'i,  ScKaiovv  and  ^ixrei. 

Such  then  is  the  character  of  the  author's  interpre- 
tation of  the  passage  in  Romans,  chapter  ii, — which  he 
calls  '  the  Passage  of  the  Four  >yap  ;  such  its  internal 
nature ;  such  its  bearing  on  the  Intrinsic  and  Extrinsic 
Systems  of  Justification  by  Faith;  such  its  connexion 
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with  the  Three  Words  denoting  Justice  or  Righteousness 
in  St.  Paul's  Epistles;  and  such  the  means  and  aids 
which  may  be  employed  for  the  purposes  of  evidence 
and  elucidation. 

And, — apart  from  its  high  theological  interest  and 
importance, — he  presents  it  to  the  student  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  as  the  true  solution  of  an  exegetical  problem 
heretofore  obscure. 


Chester,  1880. 


ERRATA. 

(1)  For  Intrinsecist  and  Extrinsecist, — wherever  they  occur, — read: 

— Intxinsicist  and  Extrinsicist. 

(2)  For'  transgressors;'  'transgressed:'  'transgressions;'  in  pp.  3,  4, 

read : — '  violators ;'  '  violated ;'  '  violations.' 

(3)  For  words  in  note  f,  p.  3 : — "  that  is  to  say,  daring  the  period, 

&c.,"  read : — "  that  is  to  say,  even  during  the  period,  &c'" 


ROMANS  II.    11,  12,  13,  14,  15. 


(11.)   Ov  yap  iartv  irpoawiroXi^^'^la  rrapa  r&J  dew. 

(12.)  "OaoL  yap  av6/x(o<;  rifxaprov  avofiw^  koX  atroXovvrai,, 
Kal  ocroL  iv  vofXM  r^fxaprov  Blcl  vofxov  KptOrjaovrai. 

(13.)  Ov  yap  01  uKpoaral  v6ju,ov  SiKaiot  irapa  Oeoo  aW'  ol 
TTOLrjTal  vofxov  BLKatco$t]<Tovrai. 

(14.)  "Orav  TAP  edvr)  rh,  /xt)  vofiov  e^ovra  <^va€L  ra  rov 
vofjLov  iTOLcocnv  ovToi  vofiov  firj  e'^ovre^  eavrol<i 
elatv  v6fio<;. 

(15.)  Oirii>€<i  ivSeLKvvvrac  to  epyov  rov  v6/u,ov  ypairrbv 
iv  rat<i  Kap8lai<i  avriov  avfi/iiaprvpovar}<;  avrtov 
Tt]<i  crvvet8?]ae(o<i  Kal  fiera^v  aKXrfkoav  tcjv  Xoyccfxtov 
KarrjyopovPTCOv  rj  Kal  aTToXoyov/xevcov  K.r.X. 

Trepfelles'  Greek  Testament. 
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PART  I. 


CHAPTER  I. 

The  Aegumentum  Velatum. 

In  the  middle  of  the  second  chapter  of  the  Epistle  to 
the  Romans  we  enter  upon  a  highly- wrought  ratiocinative 
passage  commencing  with  ver.  1 1  : — ov  yap  icrrt  irpoa- 
(OTToXrj/x'^ia  Trapa  to5  6ea>, — "  For  there  is  no  respect  of 
persons  with  God," — and  ending  with  the  words,  Kara  to 
evayyeXiov  fiov,  Sia  'It/o-ou  X/atcrrov — "  by  Jesus  Christ, 
according  to  my  Gospel." 

In  this  passage  the  word  v6fio<;  occurs  for  the  first  time 
in  the  Epistle.  And  it  occurs  no  less  than  eleven  times, — 
ten  times  out  of  the  eleven  being  in  the  three  short 
verses,  12,  13,  14.*  In  this  passage  also  the  word 
TjfxapTov  occurs  for  the  first  time.    And,  most  noteworthy 

*  The  v<J/ioc  of  St.  Paal  is,  we  submit,  always  the  Mosaic  Law,  whether 
with  or  without  the  article.  This  is  shown  (1)  generally  by  this  very 
chapter ;  (2)  still  more  by  the  nature  and  consequences  of  the  Argtimentum 
Velatum;  (3)  quite  plainlj- by  the  ntpirofit)  ^ty  ydp  of^cXtT  idi-  vofiov 
Trpaffffyc  (c.r.X.,  Ter.  25 ;  on  which  verse  see  Appendix. 
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of  all,  bearing  in  mind  the  SiKaLoavvrj  6eov  of  chapter  i.  17, 
and  the  Pauline  aphorism  6  BiKaLo<i  e'/c  Tr/o-recD?  ^rja-erat 
(ibid.) — we  have  here,  for  the  first  time,  the  word  BiKaico- 
Brjaovrat,  and  this,  moreover,  in  conjunction  with  SiKaiot 
Trapa  6ew,  ver.  13.  These,  together  with  the  word 
<j)V(rei,  are  the  most  striking  lexical  characteristics  of  our 
passage.  But  its  most  prominent  logical  characteristic 
is  its  introduction  and  the  connexion  of  its  component 
parts  by  the  causal  particle  yap.  The  yap  occurs  four 
times,  each  time  introducing  its  explanatory  and  con- 
firmatory proposition, — or  double  proposition.  Now, 
passing  by  the  first  of  these  four  yap, — the  consideration 
of  which  does  not  belong  to  our  immediate  purpose, — 
we  will  take  each  yap  in  the  order  of  its  occurrence. 
In  the  first  place  then  the  yap  of  ver.  12  evidently 
sustains, — h.e.  introduces  a  double  proposition  which 
sustains, —  ver.  11,  with  a  reason  or  explanatory  proof. 
The  aTToXovvrat  of  the  avofioi  and  the  KptO^aovrat,  of  the 
evvofioL  are,  in  ver.  12,  adduced  as  a  proof  of  the  airpo- 
(TOTrokrjiM-^la  of  God  in  the  Day  of  Judgment,  ver.  11. 
In  ver.  12  the  Apostle  proves  the  fact  of  ver.  11  by 
another  fact,-:— proves  it  not  d  priori  but  a  'posteriori ;  by 
holding  up  the  judicial  proceedings  of  the  final  Judg- 
ment, as  evidencing  and  testifying  before  the  whole 
world  the  impartiality  of  the  divine  judgments — which 
will  be  inflexibly  regulated  by  a  fixed  standard.  This 
logical  connexion  of  these  verses,  through  the  yap,  has 
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never  been  denied  nor  disputed  by  any  commentator. 
Nor  could  it  be.  It  is  too  obvious  and  striking  to  be 
overlooked  or  obscured  by  accident  or  otherwise.  No 
less  evident  is  it  that  the  70/3  of  ver.  13  sustains  with  a 
reason  the  latter  half  of  ver.  1 2,  koI  oaot  iv  vofua  rjfiaprov 
huL  voyLov  KpLOrjaovrai.  Thus  the  reason  given  why  those 
who  have  sinned  iv  vo^iw  shall  be  judged  (and  con- 
demned) by  the  i/o/io?  is  because  it  is  not  the  hearers  of 
the  v6fio<;  who  are  just  (righteous)  with  God,  but  it  is 
the  fulfillers  of  the  vofio^  who  are  justified.  The  force 
of  the  proof  is  as  plain  in  this  as  in  the  former  argu- 
ment, w.  11,  12.  For,  if  only  the  fulfiJIers  of  the 
vofio^  are  just  before  God  and  so  saved,  then  evidently 
the  transgressors  of  the  v6fio<;,* — that  is,  those  who  in  the 
day  of  judgment  are  found  to  have  been  sinners  (trans- 
gressors) to  the  end  of  their  lives, — will  be  condemned 
and  lost.  And  by  sustaining  the  Bta  vofiov  KpiO^aovrac 
by  ver.  1 3  St.  Paul  is  plainly  reminding  the  Jews  that  if 
the  ewo/jLoc  died  in  their  sins,  the  possession  of  the 
vofio'i  would  not  serve  to  establish  their  ScKaioavvr],-]-  but, 
on  the  contrary,  would  serve  to  manifest  in  them  the 
very  reverse — ^to  their  grief.  Here  it  should  be  observed 
that  ver.  13  refers  to  the  latter  half  of  ver.  12  and  to  it 
alone  :  a  point  which  should  be  carefully  borne  in  mind 

*  And  snch  the  offoi  £v  v6[jL<{t  ijfiapTov  mnst  be :  althoagh  iv  v6u.i^  i^ 
not  I'lQ  vofiov.    See  Meyer  ad.  loc.  opp.  Luther. 

t  That  is  to  say,  during  the  period  when  the  vofiog  was  in  force,  namelj 
from  its  institution  by  Moses  to  the  Death  of  Christ, 

1    * 
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as  we  approach  the  all- important  connexion  of  ver.  13 
with  ver.  14.  All  commentators,  so  far  as  we  know,  are 
agreed  here,  and  are  unanimous  in  holding  that  this 
principle  is  levelled  against  the  Judaiser.  And  naturally, 
or  rather  necessarily,  so.  The  proof  in  ver.  13  will  not 
admit  of  any  other  or  more  extended  application.  For 
if  the  double  proposition  of  ver.  13  sustained  the  whole 
of  ver.  12,  it  would  equally  sustain  the  first  half  of  it 
taken  separately.  But  how  is  the  fact  that  those  who 
have  sinned  without  the  z/o/xo9  {h.e.  without  transgression 
of  a  v6fio<i  which  they  never  had)  shall  perish  without 
the  v6fjbo<;  {h.e.  without  the  application  to  their  case  of 
the  v6ixo<i  which  they  had  never  transgressed) — how  is 
this  fact  sustained,  or  proved,  by  the  fact  that  not  the 
hearers  but  the  fulfillers  of  the  v6iio<i  are  just  or  justified 
with  God  ?  The  hearers  and  doers  of  a  vofjuo^i  which  has 
been,  in  ver.  12  B.  for  the  first  time  brought  into 
existence  ?  How  can  a  process  which  involves  the  inter- 
vention and  application  of  the  vofio^  be  adduced  in 
proof  or  confirmation  of  a  process  which,  from  its  very 
nature,  excludes  the  intervention  and  application  of  that 
same  z^6/io?  ?  There  is  no  conceiving  how.  Logically, 
therefore,  it  is  impossible  to  include  the  first  half  of 
ver,  12  as  the  object  of  ver.  13.  But  if  it  be  not 
included,  then  ver.  13  relates  to  the  latter  half  of  ver.  12, 
and  to  it  alone.  From  this  it  follows  that  neither  the 
uKpoaTal  vofiov  nor  the  Troirfrai  vo/mov  comprehend  or  in 
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any  way  represent  the  avofwc  within  their  range.  For  if 
they  included  the  dvofwi,  then  that  comprehension  would 
spoil  or  nullify  the  proof  adduced  in  ver.  13  of  the  latter 
half  of  ver.  12  taken  as  contrasted  with  the  first  half; — 
the  latter  half  being  evidently  presented  in  contrast  with 
the  first  half. 

And  now  before  proceeding  to  the  last  and  most  im- 
portant yap, — that  which  connects  ver.  14  with  ver.  13  ; — 
we  will  return  to  ver.  1 2  in  order,  at  this  point  to  press  a 
consideration  which  will  yield  the  first  opening-up  of  the 
Argumentum  Velatum.  We  will  press  it  in  the  form  of  a 
question  ;  a  question  touching  the  latter  half  of  ver.  12  in 
which  as  we  have  already  said,  the  vofjuxj  is,  not  indeed 
first  presented  to  notice,  but  first  brought  into  operative 
existence. 

Why  is  it  that  oaoi  iv  vofim  ^fiaprov  ("  as  many  as  have 
sinned  in  the  v6fio<i"*), — Bia  vofiov  Kpidijaovrai  {"  shall  be 
judged  unto  condemnation  by  the  v6fio<i")  ?  We  answer  : 
because  of  the  relation  of  the  v6fjLo<;  to  sin  and  judgment 
severally.  It  is  the  instrument  of  the  latter  as  being  a  rule. 
It  is  the  detector  of  the  former  (the  rj/juipTov),  confronting 
it  with  its  opposite.  But  further  still,  how  and  why  does 
the  vofw';  come  to  hold  its  twofold  relation, — its  relation  to 
sin  as  detector  and  its  relation  to  judgment  as  instru- 
ment ?      We  reply  :  because  of  one  fundamental  relation, 

*  And  hare  thus,  in  a  positive  and  active  sense,  been  devoid  of  justics 
iv  vofiifi. 
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viz.  tlie  relation  whicli  the  vo/jlo^  holds  to  ZiKaioavvr} 
(Justice, — Righteousness).  Out  of  this  fundamental 
relation  spring  up  the  other  two.  What  is  this  relation  ? 
The  i/o/i09  is  (1)  the  Depository  and  Standard  of  Justice, 

(2)  the   Manifestation   of   Justice  ordaining   the   same, 

(3)  the  Document  of  Justice,  Bocumentum  JnsUtice, 
authoritatively  setting  it  forth.  That  is  to  say  of  Justice 
iv  jpa/x/jbaTL.  The  v6/u,o^  means  Justice ;  '^  means"  it  in  the 
threefold  sense  of  that  word.  It  represents  Justice,  it 
teaches  Justice,  it  ordains  Justice.  Justice  is  the  content, 
the  burden  and  the  end  of  the  v6/j,o<;.  The  relation  of  the 
v6/j,o<i  to  the  BiKaioavvr]  may  be  summed  up  in  this  one 
word.  The  v6fjL0<;  is  the  Bocumentum  Justitice, — the  literal 
Manifestation  of  Justice.  This  relation  then  of  the  vofjuo^ 
to  the  BiKULoavvr]  is  the  sole  fundamental  reason  why  those 
who  have  sinned  ev  vofjuw  shall  be  judged  Bia  vofiov,  and 
the  recognition  of  this  relation  is  the  scientific  answer  to 
the  question ;  How  is  this  so  ?  Why  are  these  persons 
thus  sinning,  thus  judged  and  thus  condemned  ?  There  is 
no  adequate  reason  or  answer  to  be  given  other  than  that 
which  consists  in  the  assertion  of  this  fundamental  relation, 
— a  relation  which  gives  existence  to,  upholds,  and  is  there- 
fore necessarily  involved  in,  the  other  two.  So  that  these 
three  are  logically  one.  And,  to  proceed  a  step  onward, 
the  assertion  of  this  fundamental  relation  is  the  reason  actu- 
ally given  for  ver.  12  B.  in  ver.  13, — in  the  words  ov  <yap 
cLKpoaTal .  .  .  htKaicoOrjcrovraL, — though  given  in  an  implicit 
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and  veiled  form.  For  with  respect  to  the  v6fio<;,  we  ask 
again ;  (1)  Why  should  the  aKpoarrj^  vofiov  not  be  BiKaio<i 
irapa  OeS  ?  Why  not  ?  What  is  the  v6fio<;  that  this 
should  not  be  ?  (2)  Why  should  the  Troiryrij*;  vofio^,  and 
he  alone  be  justified  ?  Why  ?  What  is  there  in  the 
vo/MXi  that  this  should  be  ?  And  (3)  why, — if  it  be  indeed 
so  in  both  cases, — why  should  the  fact  tha  tit  is  so  sustain 
and  prove  the  proposition  that  as  many  as  have  sinned  in 
the  vofu)^  shall  be  judged  (to  condemnation)  by  the  v6fio<;  ? 
We  answer  to  the  first  point ;  because  the  vofw*;  is  the 
Manifestation  of  Justice, — the  Law  means  justice,  h.e. 
intends  it,  ordains  it,  exhibits  it.  To  the  second,  because 
the  v6fjio<;  is  the  Manifestation  of  Justice.  To  the  third, 
because  the  v6fu><i  is  the  Manifestation  of  Justice.  This 
pregnant  relation  of  things  together  is  the  logical  soul  of 
the  connexion,  the  key  of  the  argun>ent,  the  meaning  of  the 
reason  introduced  by  the  <yap  of  ver.  13.  We  foresaw  it  in 
ver.  12.  We  recognize  its  presence  in  ver.  13  in  its  proper 
place,  h.e.  as  a  reason  for  ver.  12  B.  And  how  is  it  present 
in  ver.  13  ?  Under  the  personal  veil  of  the  aKpoaral  vofiov 
and  the  TroiiqraX  vo/jlov.  It  is  concealed  by  that  very 
medium  of  personal  agency  through  which  it  is  exhibited. 
Nevertheless  it  is  truly  and  objectively  there.  And  but 
for  its  animating  virtue  and  connecting  power,  the  whole 
a-vvToyfia  of  ver.  12  B.  and  ver.  13  would  be  dissolved,  and 
become  as  it  were  mere  lexical  atoms, — a  chain  of  sand. 
The  Argumentum  Velatmrij  therefore  of   these  verses 
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turns  on  the  relation  of  the  vofiof;  (1)  to  Sin,  (2)  to 
Judgment,  and  (3)  to  Justice.  And  the  two  former 
relations  arise  out  of,  and  resolve  themselves  into,  the  last 
and  greatest.  Also  it  is  the  necessary  argument.  And 
lastly  it  is  the  only  argument.  It  is  the  only  argument 
which  will  fit  the  language  and  explain  the  reasoning  of 
the  Apostle.  Only  from  the  v6fio<;  being  the  Documentum 
Justitice  can  the  ij/Maprov  be  detected  by  the  vo/jlos  as 
instrumentally  applied.  Only  because  the  vo/mo^  is  the 
Documentum  Justitice — the  manifestation  of  justice, — can 
it  be  said  of  it  that  not  its  hearer  but  only  its  fulfiller  is, 
and  shall  be  "just  with  God." 

Verse  13  conveys  through  a  personal  medium,  in  a 
veiled  form,  that  very  reason  which,  even  without  it,  is 
and  must  be  the  only  valid  and  complete  reason  for 
ver.  12  B.  Only  one  diamond,  it  is  said,  will  fit  the  setting 
which  that  diamond  originally  filled. 

We  will  now  return  to  the  text  and  the  consideration 
of  the  last  yap.  Of  the  logical  connexion  of  ver.  14  with 
ver.  13,  Meyer  says, — "  The  connexion  of  thought  between 
ver.  14  and  what  precedes  it  has  been  very  variously 
apprehended.''*  And  this  most  true  remark  invites  at 
least,  if  it  does  not  compel,  the  conclusion  that  the  true 
view  of  that  connexion  has  been  hitherto  undiscovered. 
The  Apostle  in  order  to  sustain  his  assertion  that  ocroc  iv 

*  Der  Gedankemzusaminenhang  von  v.  14  mit  dem  Vorhergehenden  ist 
hochst  verschieden  gefasst  worden. — Meyer,  Comm.  Rom.  ii.  13,  14. 
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vofio)  rjfiaprov  8ia  vofiov  KptOijaovrai, — has  said  ov  yap 
uKpoardl  vofiov  Sixaioi  irapa  OeS  dW'  oi  TroiTjral  vofiov 
ScKaicoO^crovrac.  He  proceeds, — orav  yap  eOvq  ra  firj 
vofiov  e')(ovra  <j>v(Tei  ra  tov  vofiov  iroLwcnv  ovrot  vojmov  firj 
€^ovTe<i  eavTol<i  elcriv  v6fio<i  k.t.X.  "FOR  when  the  Gentiles 
who  have  not,  &c. — do  the  things  of  the  v6tio<i  {h.e.  the 
things  contained  in  the  vofio^i),  these  not  'having^  the  v6/jLo<i 
*  are*  &c."  Now  it  will  be  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the 
natural  and  obvious  connexion  is  that  which  refers  the 
yap  to  the  preceding  verse, — to  the  whole  verse,  indeed, 
but  especially  to  the  latter  half  of  it.  This  will  be 
readily  admitted  even  by  those  who  with  Calvin, 
Alapide,  Menochius,  Tirinus,  Suarez,  Franzelin,  and 
others*  leaping  over  ver.  13  and  ver.  12  B.  find  a 
more  distant  object  for  the  yap.  Such  an  adjust- 
ment is,  on  the  face  of  it,  neither  the  natural  nor  the 
obvious  one.  For  it  is  more  natural  that  the  Apostle 
should  proceed  upon  that  which  he  has  just  presented  to 
the  reader  than  that  he  should  go  back.  And  it  is  more 
obvious  to  join  the  verses  together  because  by  so  taking 
the  connexion  we  are  taking  the  path  which  lies  before 
us  instead  of  deviating  from  it  and  striking  out  another. 
Moreover  each  of  the  three  preceding  yap  does,  we  see, 
directly  relate  to  the  proposition  preceding  it.     So  that 

*  Saarez,  Lib.  I.  De  necessitate  Gratise  ad  opera  natnralia,  cap.  viiL 
n.  27.  Franzelin,  De  Deo  Uno  Secnndom  Natnram.  (Thesis  iy.)  Calvin, 
Alapide,  Meuochias,  Tirinos,  in  their  Commentaries. 
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we  have  presumptive  evidence  that  the  yap  will  hold  the 
same  direct  relation  here.     Also,  as  Fritzsche  points  out, 
the  TO,  Tov  vofiov  Troibxnv  of  ver.  14  has  a  marked  affinity 
with  the  nTOLrjTat  vbfxov  of  ver.  13.*     So  that  to  presump- 
tive evidence  of  the  close  connexion  of  the  two  verses 
internal  evidence  is  added.     Again  a  similar  dependence 
on  the  TToielv  is  seen  in  both  verses.     Lastly,  the  vast 
majority  of  commentators  and  theologians,  both  ancient 
and  modern,  adopt  and  maintain  this   connexion.     The 
dissentients,  though  including  eminent  names  are  com- 
paratively few.     But  at  this  point  an  extraordinary  thing 
is  seen.     Not  one  of  all  that  vast  majority  from  first  to 
last  apply  the  <yap  of  ver.  14  to  sustain  or  make  good  the 
(double)  proposition  of  ver.  13.     As  far  as  we  can  dis- 
cover, not  one.f     Yet  it  is  every  whit  as  natural  and 
obvious  that  the  yap  should  sustain  that  (double)  propo- 
sition as  that  it  should  refer  to  it.     What  is  the  logical 
office  of  the  yap  ?     By  rendering  a  reason  to  sustain  or 
''make  good."  To  ''make  good  "  what  ?    Something  pre- 
viously said  and,  by  far  for  the  most  part, — if  not  always, 
— said  immediately  before.     And  what  do  we  mean  by 
"  something  said"  ?    We  mean  that  which  is  verbally  con- 
tained in  and  conveyed  by  the  preceding  passage.     That 
which  is  in  the  text  and  of  the  text,  that  which  arises 
naturally  or  properly  or  necessarily  from  the  text.     Why 
should  not  ver.  14  make  good  ver.  13,  even  as  that  verse 
*  Fritzsche,  Eom.  ii.  13,  14.        f  Jowett,  of  course,  excepted.     Vid.  inf. 
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makes  good  ver.  12  B.  and  ver.  12,  ver.  11,  and  ver.  11 
that  which  precedes  it  ?  To  the  neglect,  however,  of  this 
natural  and  obvious  application  of  our  yap  to  ver.  13  the 
expositors  ancient  and  modem  (who  rightly  refer  it 
to  ver.  13  in  what  De  Wette  calls  its  "certainly  natural 
connexion"),*  with  few  exceptions  employ  the  particle  and 
the  passage  it  introduces  to  make  good — what  ?  Not  the 
hiKaiwOrjcrovrai  as  affirmed  of  the  iroiTjraX  in  preference  and 
opposition  to  the  aKpoaraX  vofwv,  but  the  comprehension 
or  inclusion  of  the  eOvTj  ra  /mt)  vofiov  e^ovra  within  the 
range  of  the  Troirjral  vofiov  BiKaicoO^a-ovTai  !  Rejecting 
this  exegetical  venture  and  reserving  our  criticisms  on  it, 
^-or  rather  our  refutations  of  it, — for  a  later  page,  we 
will,  on  sounder  principles  of  exegesis,  adopt  the  natural 
and  obvious  adjustment  of  the  yap, — that  which  makes 
it  sustain  the  entire  previous  verse,  and  particularly  the 
affirmative  half,  and  proceed  with  the  development  of  the 
Argumentum  Velatum.  As  before  we  asked  with  pointed 
reference  to  the  v6fio<!  (1)  why  first  "the  hearer"  of  it 
should  not  be  justified  j  (2)  why  its  fulfiller  should  be 
justified ;  and  (3)  why  its  fulfiller  should  be  so  in  pre- 
ference and  opposition  to  its  hearer,  and  received  for 
answer  that  the  reason  lay  in  the  relation  of  the  v6fio<;  to 
Justice  {SiKaLoavvT}) — lay  in  the  fact  that  the  v6fio<;  meant 
justice  :  so  now,  pursuing  the  same  method  of  investiga- 
tion and  elucidation,  and  in  view  of  the  established  fact 
*  "  Die  allerdings  natiirliche  Verbindung." — De  Wette,  Rom.  ii.  13,  14. 
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tliat  the  v6/jio<i  is  eh  8cKatoavv7]v,  tliat  tlie  Law  is  a  mani- 
festation^ &c.  of  Justice,  we  proceed  to  ask  witli  pointed 
reference,  this  time,  to  the  aKpoaral  and  iroirjTal,  (1)  why 
the  hearer  should  not  be  justified  ;    (2)  why  the  fulfiller 
should  be  justified  ;    and  (3)  why  he  should  be  so  in  pre- 
ference and   opposition  to  the  hearer  ?      We  press  the 
question  and  we  answer.  Because  of  the  relation  of  the 
BiKacoavvrj  to  the  v6fjbo<; — of  Justice  to  the  Law.     Because 
Justice    (or    Righteousness)    is    the    end    of    the   v6fjLo<;. 
Because    justice    existing    and    extant   in    the    iroLTjai^; 
vofMov   fulfils    the    content    and    intent    of    the    vofio^. 
Because   the   Justice   manifested   and   ordained   by   the 
v6fx,o<}  must  enter  into  the  evvo/xo^i  and  through  the  Troii^cri? 
reside   and    live    in   the    7roL7]Ti]<i   vojjlov.       So    that    the 
SiKaioavPT)  manifested   in    the  v6/Mo<i  being,  as  it  were, 
embodied  and  enshrined  in  the  TrotT^r?;?  vofiov  renders  him 
himself  the  depository  and  document  of  Justice.     Thus 
rendering  him,  as  to  Justice  in  reality  what  the  v6/jio<i  is 
to  Justice   iv  jpafjifxari, ', — for   thus  he   holds  the    same 
relation  to  the  SiKaLoavuT]  that  the  vo/xo'i   held   before. 
And  as  the  v6/j.o<i  'bearing  Justice,'  is  holy  and  just  and 
good  Trapa  Oew  so  the  Troirjrij'i  vo/xov,  by  'bearing  Justice' 
is,  in  like  manner  Trapa    6e(p  holy  and  just  and  good. 
-This   then, — in   view   of    the   relation   of  the  vofio^   to 
Justice,    in  view  of  the   v6fj,o<;  being   '  unto '  Justice, — 
is   the    reason   why   not  its   hearer  but   its   fulfiller   is 
just   and  justified  before  God.     This  is  the  answer  to 


THE  ARGUMENT UM  VELATUM.  13 

the  second  question  and  it  is  given  by  giving  the  relation 
(this   time)    of    Justice   to   the   v6fio<;.      Justice    is   the 
fulfilment,  the  content,  and  the  end  of  the  v6fio<i.   Not  the 
hearers  of  the  v6fio<i  are  just  with  God  but  the  fulfiUers 
of  the  J/6/X09  are  justified,  because  Justice  is  the  fulfil- 
ment, the  content  and  the  end  of  the  v6fio<;.     And  as,  on 
the  one  hand  the  proposition  of  ver.  12  B.  rests  for  its 
reason  on  the  relation  of  the   v6fJio<i  to  the  hiKaioavvq, 
so,  on  the  other  the  double  proposition  of  ver.  13  rests 
for  its  reason  on  the  relation  of  the  BiKuioavvrj  to  the 
vofxo'i.     Advancing  next  to  ver.  14,  and  assuming  that  it 
is  placed  by  the  Apostle  to   sustain  or  make  good  the 
double  proposition  of    ver.   13,  we   here  again   press  a 
question.     Why  should  the  Gentiles  who  do   (or  when 
they  do)  the  things   of  the  v6/j,o(; — that  is,  who  without 
the  ro/xo9  yet  fulfil  its  requirements, — why  should  these 
be  said  eaurot?  elvai  p6fio<;  ?     We  answer  because  of  the 
relation  of  Justice  to   the  Law.      Because  the  Gentiles 
thus  possessing  justice,  manifesting  justice  in  and  by  the 
irotT]cn<;  rwv  rov  vofiov  hold  the  same  relation  to  BcKaioavvr} 
that  the  v6fio<;  held  before.     kavTol<i  elaiv  v6fio<i.     ovtoc 
eauTot? .     They  are  themselves*  the  vofio^.     Themselves  in 
themselves.     Observe    the   Apostle's   words.     He   says : 
ovTOi  vofiov  fiT}  e')(ovTe^  iavTot<;  elcriv  v6fio<i.     How  ?     He 
explains  :t  oiTive<;  ivBei/cvvvTai — inasmuch  as  they  {oirivet 

*  The  dative  (iavTolg)  could  alone  be  taken,  unless  a  nominatiTe  were 
coined. 

+  He    does    not    say,   hciiKivvrai    yap.      For    he   is   tijlaining  the 
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=  guijpjpe  qui)  show,  or  they  manifest, — the  work  of  the 
v6fio<i  {to  epyov  tov  vofjuov  the  whole  work  of  the  Law, 
to  be  taken  in  sensu  integro)  written  in  their  hearts, — 
jpaTTTov  iv  Tal<i  KapSiaa  avTwv.  What  is  the  work  of  the 
v6iJio<i  ?  Justice,  Righteousness.  And  how  is  the  Gentile 
of  himself  the  Law  ?  Because  that  justice  which  the 
vo/xo'i  manifests  he  manifests.  He  holds  to  it  the  very 
relation  which  the  Law  holds.  He  exhibits  it  as  it  were 
written.  Justice  is  written ;  but  how  written  and  where  ? 
iyyeypafifievT]  ov  fiiXavt  dWa  Trvev/xart  6eov  ^a)VTO<i^  ovk 
iv  TrXa^lv  \cdLvat,<;,  aXk"  iv  TrXa^lv  Kaphia<i  aapKivai<i, 
2  Cor.  iii.  3. 

Thus,  then — as  before  happened  with  ver.  12  B. — the 
reason  foreseen  when  we  considered  ver.  13  is  found 
within  ver.  14.  And  the  latter  sustains  the  former 
because  the  underlying  fact  which  forms  the  ground  or 
inner  reason  for  the  proposition  of  ver.  14  (and  is  ex- 
plained in  ver.  15),  is  the  reason,  and  the  reason  offered, 
for  the  double  proposition  of  ver.  13.  That  fact,  as 
exhibited  in   ver.    14,    shows  why  not    the  hearers    but 

remarkable  phrase, — so  singular  as  applied  to  the  avo/xoi — iavToig  ticnv 

VOjlOQ. 

*  "  You  are  our  Epistle,  written  in  our  hearts  which  is  known  and  read 
by  all  men.  Being  manifested  that  you  are  the  Epistle  of  Christ,  ministered 
by  us,  and  written  not  with  ink  but  with  the  Spirit  of  the  living  God  :  not 
in  tables  of  stone,  but  in  the  fleshy  tables  of  the  heart."  2  Cor.  iii.  2,  3. 
Comp.  (1)  "  Hearken  unto  me  ye  that  Unow  righteousness  .  .  the  people  in 
whose  heart  is  my  Law."  Isa.  li.  7.  (2)  Yea  thy  Law  is  within  my  heart, 
Ps.  xxxviii.  18.  (3)  In  ilia  (Justus)  est  potius  quam  sub  ilia.  Aug.  Com. 
Gal.  2  §  17.    (4)  Aug.  De  Spiritu  et  Litt.  var.  loc. 
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the  fulfillers  of  the  v6fio<i  axe  just  "  with  God/'  It  is 
because  of  the  relation  of  Justice  to  the  Law.  Justice  is 
a  '  telic'  v6fio<;.  As  before,  in  ver.  13,  it  appeared  that  the 
v6fio<;  was  'representative'  Justice,  so  now  in  ver.  14  it 
appears  that  Justice  veUed  under  the  ra  rod  vofiov 
iroiSio-Lv  is  a  'telic'  v6^io<;.  The  Apostle  reasons  (1) 
from  Justice  (implicitly),  to  the  v6fio<i  in  ver.  12  B.  (2) 
He  reasons  from  the  i/o/i09  to  Justice  in  ver.  13.  (3)  He 
reasons  from  Justice  back  again  to  the  v6n.o^  in  ver.  14. 
And  here,  turning  to  the  critical  reader,  we  would  ask : 
Could  St.  Paul  have  chosen  a  proof  at  once  more  artistic, 
more  scientific,  and  more  penetrating,  at  once  more  skilful, 
more  forcible  and  more  deeply  instructive, — of  the  double 
proposition  of  ver.  13  than  that  which  is  produced  by 
taking  away  the  vofiof:  and  presenting  to  the  Judaiser, 
who  claimed  to  himself  the  SiKaioavvr}  ^anj^  under  and 
through  the  v6fio<;,  the  righteousness — the  actual  justice 
— of  the  Gentiles  who  had  no  vo/ios  ?  And  this  too  for 
the  purpose  not  of  proving  some  statement  respecting 
the  Gentiles,  but  of  making  good  a  truth  which  related 
to  the  Jews  alone.  We  say  the  Jews  exclusively  ;  for  if 
ver.  14  sustains  ver.  13,  and  in  particular  the  BiKaioj- 
6rj(TovTaL,  as  is  here  assumed,  its  subject,  &c.,  cannot 
possibly  be  included  under  the  ironjTal  vo/mov  of  ver.  13. 
St.  Chrysostom,  commenting  on  this  passage,  explains  the 
Apostle's  argument  in  these  words :  ovk  eK^aXko)  rov 
vofiov,  <f)r]aiv,  dXXa   Kal    evrevOev  BiKuita  ra  eOvrj.     But 
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no.*  Eather  does  St.  Paul  say :  eK/SdWco  tov  vofjuov  xal 
p^(«/3t9  TOV  vofiov  BcKaLb)  TO,  eOvT].  "  Behold  I  take  away 
the  vojjuo^  through  the  possession  and  profession  of  which 
the  Jew  (not  every  Jew^  but  the  Jew  with  whom  I  am 
reasoning)  t  claims  his  StKaioavvr}  irapa  OeS)  and  I  show  him 
a  ht,Kaioavv7]  irapa  deco  existent  and  extant  without  the 
v6/ji09.  And  this  I  do  in  order  to  prove  to  him  that  not  the 
hearer  but  the  fulfiller  of  the  1/0/A09  is  just  with  God  \" 
The  v6/M0<i  is  nothing  and  worse  than  nothing  without 
Justice.  But  Justice,  through  fulfilling  the  thingsj 
{ra  hiKaiayfJuaTa,  the  "justices"  or  the  requirements)  of 
the  v6fjbo<i,  flourishes  most  effectually  without  the  i/o/i09 — 
nay,  forms  a  vofjbo';  for  itself  out  of  the  heart  of  the 
TroLrjTr)^  rcbv  tov  vofMov.  v6fJbo<i  ov  Trdpe^et  SiKaioa-vvrjv 
dWa  StKaLoavvT}  vofiov.  Lex  non  trahit  justitiam  sed 
justitia  Legem.  ^Justice  does  not  revolve  round  the 
vofio^,  but  the  i/oytio?  revolves  round  Justice.' 

*  Let  not  the  reader  be  set  against  us  by  this  pointed  rejection  of 
St.  Chrysostom's  explanation.  Alapide  and  Franzelin  must  also  neces- 
sarily reject  it,  since  these  expositors,  together  with  CaWin  and  others, 
connect  ver.  14  with  ver.  12  A.,  resolutely  refusing  to  include  the  Gentiles 
within  the  range  of  ver.  13.  We,  from  our  point  of  view,  agree  with  both 
sides  in  part,  and  in  part  differ  from  both.  We  hold  St.  Chrysostom  (as 
also  St.  Augustine)  to  be  right  in  connecting  ver.  14  closely  with  ver.  13,  and 
Calvin,  Alapide,  and  Franzelin  to  be  wrong  in  divorcing  them  from  each 
other.  On  the  other  hand,  we  consider  St.  Chrysostom  to  be  in  the  wrong 
in  comprehending  the  Gentiles  within  ver.  13,  and  Franzelin  in  the  right 
when  of  ver.  13  he  says:  "Clarum  prorsus  est  sermonem  esse  unice  de 
Judeeis  qui  acceperunt  Legem — rov  vofiov."  Franzelin,  De  Deo  JJno, 
cap.  I,  thesis  3,  note. 

•{•  Ti  yap  ti  rfKiarriaav  Tivtg  ;  Rom.  iii.  3. 

J  ra  rov  v6fiov=t'he  content  of  the  vSfiog. 
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Such  is  the  nature  of  the  Argiimentum  Velatum. 
First,  the  reason  for  ver.  13  under  one  aspect  is  the 
reason  rendered  for  ver.  12  B.  By  virtue  of  this  reason, 
ver.  13  sustains  ver.  12  B.  Secondly,  the  reason  for 
ver.  14  is  the  reason  rendered  for  ver.  13  under  another 
aspect.  And  by  virtue  of  this  reason,  ver.  14  sustains 
ver.  13.  And  the  aspects  are  changed  according  as 
we  direct  our  attention  either  to  the  v6/j,o<i  which 
connects  ver.  13  with  ver.  12  B,  or  to  the  iroi'qraX  and 
aKpoarol  vofiou  which  connect  ver.  14  with  ver.  13. 
In  a  word  the  key  of  our  passage  is  to  be  found  in 
the  reciprocal  relations  of  the  ScKacoavvr}  and  the  v6fio<;. 
It  is  found  and  applied  underneath  the  text.  Thus  it  pos- 
sesses, for  the  scientific  exegete,  the  great  merit  and 
recommendation  of  leaving  both  the  surface  and  the 
natural  and  obvious  order  of  the  text  inviolate.  That 
surface  is  the  personal  veil  through  the  medium  of  which 
the  reasoning  about  things  and  their  relations  is  con- 
ducted. The  critical  reader,  moreover,  will  observe  this 
new  and  important  principle  of  our  interpretation,  namely 
that  in  it  we  take  the  v6fio<i  in  relation  to  SiKaioavvrf 
not  in  primary  and  direct  relation  to  Instruction  (and  the 
party  instructed).  We  take  it  as  a  documentum  jusiiticE, 
not  as  a  regula  dirigens,  jubens  etjudicans.  In  doing  this 
we  reject,  it  may  be,  the  qxiod  semper  qv.od  iibique  quod, 
ah  omnibus, — or  nearly  so, — of   the  exegetical  world;* 

*  See  a  later  Allocution  of  Pius  IX  and  a  recent  one  of  Leo  XIII 
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at  least  as  regards  the  eaurot?  elacv  v6fio<;.  We  present 
the  opus  Legis,  (see  Augustine,)  "  De  Spiritu  et  Littera/' 
instead  of  the  ojfficium  Legis,  as  the  object  before  the 
Apostle's  mind.  We  interpret  the  passage,  not  with 
Soto,  Franzelin,  and  so  many  other  exegetes,  both 
Intrinsecist  and  Extrinsecist,  as  treating  de  notitid 
(or  de  cognitione  veritatmn)  hut  as  treating  throughout 
de  justitid.*  The  vo^ia,  wo  repeat,  is  placed  before  us 
here,  not  as  a  regula  dirigens,  jubens  et  judicans  but  as  a 
documentuTTi  justitioe,  a  manifestation  of  Justice.  For, — 
and  let  the  reader  mark  this  well, — the  Apostle's  theme 
from  chapter  i.  16  onward,  is  Justice  and  Justification, 
the  Justice  of  God  and  its  attainment ;  its  bestowal  by 
God  and  its  acquisition  by  man.  And  the  two  great 
'  factors '  in  his  argument  are  Tr/o-rt?  and  vofia.  Hence 
the  great  significance  and  weight  of  the  ScKala  irapa  6ea>, 
and  still  more  of  the  hiKacwOrjo-ovTat,  occurring  here  for 
the  first  time.  We  will  now,  taking  the  text  as  it  stands, 
proceed  to  consider  still  more  closely,  if  possible,  the 
logical  nexus  of  ver.  14  with  ver.  13.  If,  as  is  assumed, 
the  orav  tyap  .  .  .  eavTol<;  elcriv  v6fxo<i  sustains  the  ov  lyap 
aKpoaral  .  .  .  aWa  .  .  .  hi,Kai,co6rj(TovTai,  then  the  counter- 

(1879),  also  Franzelin,  Beelen,  Vaughan,  Baur,  Pfleiderer,  Farrar,  &c.,  &c., 
who  from  ver.  14  gather  the  maiural  light  and  law  of  the  Gentiles. 

*  That  the  SiKaiog  irapa  Qu^  and  the  iroiT]Tai  vofiov  together  yield  us 
the  substantive  SiKaioaivt};  and  that  the  fulfilment  of  the  vbfioe  is  legal 
justice  are  plain  from  the  t>)v  ciKaio(Jvvt]v  ti)v  tic  tov  vofiov  k.t.X.  of 
Kora.  X,  5.  That  this  ^iKnioavvt),  moreover,  is  Sikuwavur)  napd  Qt(p,  is 
equally  plain  from  our  passage. 
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part  or  equivalent  of  the  BiKaiadija-om-ai  (which  repeats 
the  8Uatot  irapa  6e^)  must  necessarily  be  found  in  ver.  14. 
For  if  not  where  is  the  proof,  the  argument,  the  logical 
validity  ?  There  would  be  none.  To  what  rational  pur- 
pose or  effect  would  St.  Paul, — in  order  to  prove,  or 
make  good,  the  BiKaicodijaovrac  of  the  TroiTfral  (in  pre- 
ference and  opposition  to  the  aKpoarac  vo/jlov),  put 
forward  the  Gentiles  who  not  having  the  v6fio<i  on  the 
one  hand,  neither  fulfilled  its  requirements  nor  were  just 
*  before  God '  on  the  other  ?  What  would  he  make 
good  by  that  logical  move  ?  What  would  he  gain  ? 
How  would  he  advance  his  point  ?  The  confirmation  of 
the  truth  that  BiKatoavvT}  irapa  Oem  is  the  portion  of  those 
who  fulfil  and  not  of  those  who  only  '  hear '  the  v6fjLo<i  is 
certainly  not  to  be  found  in  instancing  the  doings  of 
those  who  possess  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  !  Nor  is 
the  explanation  of  the  truth  either.  For  the  adducing 
of  these  doings  yields  no  reason  for,  no  account  of,  the 
aflBrmed  connexion  of  the  BiKaicoO^aovrac  with  the  TrocrjTol 
instead  of  the  uKpoaral  vo/mov.  To  say  that  when  the 
Gentiles  do  some  things  of  the  vofio^  they  are  a  voixo^  to 
themselves  gives  us  nothing  to  the  purpose — in  the  way 
of  reason  or  explanation — either  as  to  the  subject  or  as 
to  the  predicate  of  the  preceding  proposition.  Neither 
does  it  make  good,  nor  does  it  elucidate  the  Bckuc- 
<i>6rj<Tovrat   in   its   connexion   there.      No.      Either   the 

BcKaioavvr]  irapa  6ew  is  placed  in  both  verses  or  there  is 

2  * 
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no  argument.  We  do  not  refer  the  logical  process  liere  to 
the  syllogism^  but  this  we  affirm  that  not  more  surely  must 
the  'middle  term'  of  a  syllogism  be  found  in  the  'major' 
and  in  the  'minor '  premiss  than  must  the  hiKaioavvrj  wapa 
Oew  be  found  in  both  these  verses.  It  is  the  one  common 
point,  the  one  common  bond  between  them.  What  thing 
is  common  (1)  to  the  irol'qa-i^  vofxov  (2)  to  the  tto/t^o-i? 
rcbv  Tov  vofiov  and  (3)  to  the  vof^o^  itself  ?  We  answer  : 
Justice  ;  BtKatoavvrj.  Upon  this  hinge  then,  through  the 
'yap^  the  argument  hinges  and  turns  and  the  reasoning  of 
the  Apostle  attains  its  end.  And  it  lies  within  the  struc- 
ture and  beneath  the  surface  of  the  text.  In  order, 
therefore  to  discover  the  argumentative  drift  of  the  writer 
the  critic  should,  as  a  sure  method,  subject  each  separate 
proposition  of  the  entire  Passage,  as  well  as  the  con- 
nexion of  each  through  the  7^^,  to  question  upon 
question,  nor  cease  until  he  has  duly  grasped  the  funda- 
mental relations  of  things.  By  so  doing  he  removes  the 
veil. 


CHAPTER   n. 
The  Rejected  Intekpeetations,  and  the  Grounds  op 

THEIR   EeJECTION. 

1.  We  will  now  present  for  consideration  ttose  various 
connexions  and  constructions  of  our  Passage  wluch  have 
been  heretofore  adventured  and  proposed  ; — pointing  out 
as  to  each  explanation  in  turn,  the  manifest  discrepancies, 
of  whatever  kind,  which  forbid  its  adoption.  All  of 
them,  we  may  say  at  the  outset,  in  refusing  to  recognize 
ver.  13  as  the  object  of  the  '^ap  of  ver.  14,  equally  fail, 
as  we  might  naturally  expect,  in  providing  that  ^ap  with 
at  all  a  legitimate  object.  The  exegetes  in  quest  of  that 
object  have  hitherto  mostly  returned  with  nothing  better 
than  a  succession  of  clumsy  or  subtle  fabrications  of  an 
object.  That  object,  let  us  remember,  must  be  in  the 
text.  There  may  be  an  immediate  object  of  the  yap — 
suppressed  and  understood ;  but  the  object  for  the  sake 
of  which  the  yap  (and  its  sentence)  is  introduced  hy  the 
writer  must  be  in  the  text.*  It  must  be  written  down. 
Though  not  always  in  reality  directly  connected  with  the 
yap  nevertheless  it  is  always  ostensibly  directly  connected. 

♦  See  Winer's  N.  T.  Grammar  for  the  yap  :  also  Klotz  on  the  yap. 
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Again ;  the  passage  which  is  the  object  of  the  yap,  though 
for  by  far  the  most  part  it  immediately  precedes  the  yap, 
need  not  necessarily  so  precede  it.  An  intervening 
passage  may  occur  (as  happens  in  vv.  23,  24,  25,  of  this 
very  chapter)  which  is,  however,  linked  with  the  object 
proper  to  the  yap  and  thus  is  sustained  along  with  it  by 
the  yap. 

To  return  :  Interpretation  I. — adopted  by  Calvin, 
Suarez,  Franzelin,  and  others,* — unnaturally  and  need- 
lessly leaping  over  ver.  13  and  regarding  it  as  a  paren- 
thesis, connects  ver.  14  with  ver.  12  A.  so  as  to  make  the 
yap  of  ver.  14  sustain  or  make  good  the  proposition  oaoc 
dv6fj,co<i  rjixaprov  dv6fi(o<i  xal  diroXovvrat,.  And  by  what 
process  ?  By  the  conjured-up  medium  of  an  *  occupatio,' 
or  intervening  consideration.  This  view  supposes  an 
occurring  thought  or  interposed  question, — and  reads 
the  orav  yap  Wvt)  k.t.X.  as  making  good  ver.  12  A.  by 
removing  an  objection  which  presents  itself  and  requires 
to  be  met.  "  How,"  it  is  objected,  "  can  those  who 
have  not  the  vofio^  (or  who  have  no  v6p,o<;,  no  external, 
*  positive*  law)  either  sin  or  perish  ?"  Or, — for  the 
difficulty  may  be  presented  in  a  different  form, — "  How 
can  those  who  have  no  law,  internal  or  external,  sin  and 
perish?  Is  such  a  statement  as  ver.  12  A.  consonant 
with  the  justice  and  goodness  of  God  V  And  then  in 
answer  ver.  14  orav  yap,  &c.,  is  made  to  sustain  ver.  12  A. 
*  Alapide,  Menochius,  Tirinus,  and  others. 
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as  being  consonant  with  Divine  providence  (and  so  as 
being   true   and  holding  good)  by  explaining  that   the 
Grentiles,  though  they  have  not  the  v6fio<;,  nevertheless, 
when   they  do  the  things  of  the  vojjbo^,  are  a  vo/jlo^  to 
themselves; — eavrot<;  elalv  v6fio<;.       Now  how,  we  ask, 
does  ver.  14  present  a  fitting  explanation  of  this  conjec- 
tured difficulty  and  so  make  good  ver.  12  A.  ?      In   no 
respect.     Neither  (1)  first  as  to  the  v6fio<:,  if  the  objec- 
tion takes  that  shape ;  nor  (2)  as  to  law — as  a  '  regula' 
internal  or  external — if  the  objection  takes  that  shape. 
First  not  as  to  the  v6fw<i.     For  if  God  has  placed  the 
Gentiles  without  the  vofio^,  why  should  the  Apostle  seek 
to  connect  them  with  it  ?     To  connect  them  with  it  by  a 
roundabout  and  illusory  argument,  which  in  reality  places 
them  no  nearer  the  j/o/ao?  than  they  were  before  ?      Why 
is   he   at  the   pains  vofic^elv   to,   eOprj   when  by   God^s 
appointment  they  are   avofioc  ?      If  he   argues   thus   in 
deference  to  the  supposition  that  all  men  must  be  placed 
under  the  canopy, — as  it  were, — of  the  v6fio<i,  in  order 
to  validate  their  economy,  he  is  only  ministering  to  a 
false  conception, — countenancing  a  false  major  premiss, — 
on  the  part  of  the  objector.      For  it  is  not  the  v6fio<i 
which  is  necessary  to  validate  their  economy,  but    the 
manifestation   of   the  will  of   Grod — a   manifestation   of 
which  the  vofio^  is  but  one  form.     And  again  it  is,  after 
all,  not  the  j/o/xo9  which  he  gives  the  Gentiles  in  ver.  14, 
but  merely  the  semblance  of  it.      So  that  the  connexion 
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pretended  is  needless  and  fallacious,  on  the  one  hand, 
useless  and  emptj  on  the  other.  If  the  Apostle  designs 
to  sustain  ver.  12  A.  and  show  that  it  is  conformable  to 
the  Divine  justice,  &c.,  that  the  avofiot  should  sin  and 
perish  though  they  have  no  v6fio<;,  why  does  he  not  say 
plainly  out : — "  For  albeit  the  Gentiles  have  not  the 
vo/xo'i  (or  have  no  v6fxo<i)  yet  they  possess  another  law  V 
That  is  the  right  answer  to  this  conjured-up  occupation. 
Not  a  sentence  which  on  a  false  view,  seems  to  connect 
the  Gentiles  with  an  economy  with  which  they  are 
wholly  unconnected.  For  neither  in  fact  nor  in  argu- 
ment have  they  anything  whatever  to  do  with  the  v6/j,o<i.* 
But  consider  the  passage  itself.  "  When  the  Gentiles  do 
the  things  of  the  v6fio<;  they  are  the  v6fji,o<;  to  them- 
selves." What  ?  The  vofio'?  as  v6^o<i, — the  vofios  in  its 
distinctive  form,  h.e.  as  contrasted  with  the  natural  law  ? 
Most  certainly  they  are  not.  For  the  vofioti  which  the 
Apostle  presents  and  names  thrice  in  this  verse  is — 
according  to  the  interpretation  we  are  now  considering 
which  views  the  v6/xo<i  throughout  in  direct  relation  to  the 
party  instructed — a  revealed  {'  positive  ')  law.  And  it 
is  as  the  v6^o<i,  it  is  especially  under  the  aspect  of  its 
being  a  revealed  as  distinguished  from  an  inward  natural 

*  The  conjectural  intervening  question  springs,  we  say,  from  a  false 
supposition  :  viz.  that  where  the  vo^iog  is  not  there  can  be  no  ij/iaprov  and 
no  cLTToXovvTai.  But,  instead  of  correcting  that  supposition,  the  Apostle 
is  made  by  the  orav  ydp  k.t.X.  to  countenance  and  minister  to  it.  Besides, 
who  would  interpose  such  a  question  ?  Certainly  not  the  Jew,  nor  the 
Gentile  either,  if  he  had  attended  to  vv.  19,  20,  and  3'2  of  Chap.  i. 
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law,  that  it  is  here  presented.*  But  they  are  not  and 
cannot  he, — we  submit, — vofio^i  as  v6fio<;  to  themselves.  A 
revealed,  a  '  positive  '  Law  to  themselves  !  No.  For  the 
vofjLO'i,  so  taken,  is  a  thing  to  *  have '  or  not  to  *  have  * 
{(f)vcr€t  ex^iv) .  It  is  not  a  thing  to  'be *  or  not  to  ' be ' 
(eairrot?  elvai). 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  we  regard  the  v6fio<i,  accord- 
ing to  the  interpretation  of  the  Argumentum  Velatum, 
in  relation  to  Justice  [SiKaioa-vvT])  and  not,  as  above,  as 
an  instrument  of  instruction  and  in  direct  relation  to  the 
party  instructed, — if  we  thus  change  the  relation  the  case 
would  be  quite  different.  Then  the  meaning  would  be  : 
*'  For  when  the  Gentiles,  who  have — bestowed  upon 
them  from  heaven  and  confronting  them,  no  manifesta- 
tion of  righteousness,  no  documentum  jiistitice,  h.e.  no 
v6fio<i — fulfil  the  things  contained  in  the  vofw;  they  are 
themselves  (eavrot?)  such  a  depository,  such  a  manifesta- 
tion, such  a  '  document '  of  justice.  eairroi<i  elaiv  vofiof;. 
They  are  themselves  in  themselves  the  vofw^. 

To  dwell  further  on  this  point.  If,  according  to  the 
hitherto  accepted  interpretation,  the  vofio^i  be  taken  in  rela- 

*  Not  under  the  aspect  of  its  being  a  P^egula  Moralis.  For  the  Gentiles 
have  such  a  regnia,  but  the  vofioQ  they  haye  not.  As  to  the  other  form  of 
the  'occnpatio'  which  we  hare  not  considered  in  the  text — "How  can  the 
Gentiles  sin  and  perish  without  a  law  ?" — observe,  that  the  Apostle  does 
not  say  that  they  are  without  law,  but  only  without  the  vonoz.  But  ver.  14 
can  only  be  employed  to  make  good  what  he  has  said,  not  what  he  has  not 
said.  Besides,  ver.  14  replies  to  vofioQ,  not  to  law  generally — iavroiQ 
liaiv  vofio^. 
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tion  to  person, — to  the  party  instructed  and  understood  as  a 
Regula  moralis, — then  its  external  revealed  form  is  essen- 
tial to  the  thing  denoted  by  the  term.  Moreover,  it  is  under 
this,  as  its  distinctive  form,  that  it  is  here  presented  for 
logical  ends.  In  this  case  it  cannot  with  propriety  be  iden- 
tified with  the  person.  Without  him  it  must  ever  be, 
when  viewed  with  respect  to  that  with  respect  to  which  it 
is  presented— its  distinctive  form.  Within  him  it  can 
never  be.  We  cannot  say  kavrol<i  elcnv  v6/jio<i  any  more 
than  we  can  say  that  man  without  revelation  is  by  virtue 
of  his  natural  knowledge  a  revelation  to  himself.*  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  vofxa  be  taken  according  to  the 
Argumentum  Velatum, — as  it  ought  to  be, — in  relation  to 
the  thing,  h.e.  Justice,  then  the  external  relation  vanishes 
from  sight,  and  the  1/0//.09  can  be  regarded  either  (1)  as 
confronting  the  person,  or  (2)  as  represented  by  the 
person.  For  the  Mosaic  Law  is  a  document  of  super- 
natural justice,  and  the  Gentile  who  fulfils  the  work 
which  it  requires  to  be  done  and  exhibits  "  the  work  of 
the  Law''  (to  epyov  rod  vofiov)  written  in  his  heart,  is  of 
himself,  no  less,  a  depository  and  document  of  super- 
natural justice,  without  the  accessory  of  the  Law.  That 
this  is  the  Apostle's  meaning  is  sufficiently  clear  from 
ver.  15,  which  is  added  to  explain  (not  sustain)  the 
words  eavToh  elaiv  vofio^,  words  which  might  perplex  or 


*  Its  character  of  revelation  is  essential  to  the  conception  of  the  vofios  if 
viewed  as  a  Teacher. 
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mislead  the  reader.  "They  are,"  he  says,  "of  them- 
selves the  v6fi,o<i  inasmuch  as  they  show  (omi/e?  evBeU- 
vvvrai^  quijype  qui  ostendunt)  the  work  of  the  Law,''  &c. 
What  is  this,  evidently,  but  to  say  (1)  that  the  vofio'i 
manifests  Justice,  and  (2)  that  they  manifest  Justice,  and 
that  in  this  fashion  they  are  themselves  in  themselves 
the  v6fw<;  of  which  he  speaks  ?* 

These  considerations  seem  to  throw  some  true  light 
upon  the  €'X€tv  and  upon  the  etVat, — upon  the  e-xpvra 
KJjvaet  and  the  iavTol<i  elauv.  And  they  form  an  inde- 
pendent proof  of  some  value  of  the  truth  of  our  interpre- 
tation. For  they  show  that  in  this  verse,  when  examined 
by  itself,  the  v6/mo^  must  be  understood  in  relation  to 
thing  {h.e.  Justice)  and  not  to  person  [h.e.  the  party 
instructed).  It  is  this  former  relation  which  alone  fits 
these  verses  and  underlies  the  argument  of  the  entire 
passage.  From  (1)  the  distance  then  between  ver.  14  and 
ver.  12  A.  which  renders  the  conjectured  close  connexion 
between  them  strained  and  unnatural,  and  still  more  (2) 
from  the  discrepancies  which  reveal  themselves  on  an 
analysis  of  the  reasoning  involved  in  that  construction 
we  conclude  that  ver.  14  is  by  no  means  intended  to 
sustain,  or  make  good,  the  proposition  ocroi  av6fia)<i 
rjixaprov  av6fico<;  koX  airokovvraL.     The  object  thus  pro- 

*  By  vofioQ  of  course  St.  Paul  means  the  whole  Law,  moral  and 
ceremonial.  But  we  know  that  he  contemplates  it  at  different  times  ooder 
different  aspects, — as  here  under  its  aspect  as  a  Moral  Law. 
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posed  for  the  yap  of  ver.  14  is  far-fetched  and  incon- 
gruous, and  is  therefore  to  be  finally  rejected. 

The  latter  half  of  ver.  12  may  be  dismissed  at  once 
from  the  question.  For  no  one*  has  ever  yet  applied 
ver.  14  to  sustain  it :  nor  can  it  be  so  applied.  The 
Gentiles  are  not  ivvofioi. 

We  now  come  to  the  first  half  of  ver.  13.  Philippi 
and  Hofimann  find  the  object  of  the  orav  yap  eOvrj  k.t.X. 
in  the  proposition  ov  yap  uKpoaral  v6/j,ov  hiKaLot  irapa  (to5) 
6€u>.  This  construction,  like  the  preceding,  is  plainly  a 
venture.  Like  the  preceding,  it  means  no  more  than 
groping  and  patching  in  the  dark.  The  objections  to  it 
are  stated  with  sufficient  force  by  Meyer,  It  unnaturally 
and  needlessly  (1)  severs  the  double  proposition  of 
ver.  13,  and  (2)  prefers  the  remote  and  negative  to  the 
proximate  and  positive  clause.  It  overlooks  the  affinity 
between  the  iroirjral  v6/iov  of  ver.  13  B.  and  the  ra  tov 
v6p,ov  TTotcocTtv  of  ver.  14, — a  resemblance  which  cogently 
invites  the  association  of  the  former  with  the  latter.  And 
lastly,  in  addition  to  the  ever-recurring  misinterpretation 
of  the  eavTOL'i  elacv  v6/jio<;,  this  nexus,  according  to 
Philippi,  makes  the  argument  of  the  Apostle  turn  upon 
the  having — as  opposed  to  the  not  having  of  a  vo/xo'i. 
See  Meyer's  Oomm.  Whereas  St.  Paul's  argument  turns 
upon  the    hearing, — as   opposed   to   the  doing, — of  the 

♦  Except  possibly  Luther  Liniself .     Luther,  Rom.  Pref.  in  the  Latin  of 
Justus  Jonas. 
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v6fio<i    (in   respect   of  justification).      His   antithesis   is 

between  the  aKpoaa-i^  vofiov  and  the  'iroir}aL<i   vofiov, — 

between  the  fulfilment  and  the  non-fulfilment, — between 

the  practice  of  the  Law  as  a  whole  and  the  profession  of 

it  OS  a  whole.*     That  Law  which  the  Jews  had  received 

from  God,  and  which  in  respect  of  righteousness  was 

their  trust  and  their  boast.     Comp.  vy.  17,  18,  19,  20. 

On  the  other  hand,  according  to  Hofimann,  this  nexus 

makes  the  argument  turn  upon  the  form  of  the  application 

of  the  v6fio<i, — whether  it  be  a  Law  without  {h.e.  a  heard 

law)   or  a  law  within.     Whereas  the  Pauline  argument 

turns  upon  the  use  made  of  the   v6iio<i  by    those  who 

'have'  it.     Hofimann  thus  makes  the  aKp6acn<i  express 

the  relation  of  a  mere  material  hearing.      Whereas  it 

expresses   a   moral  relation   subordinately   involving    a 

material  one.     For  the  aKpodai<i  is  opposed  to  the  7roir]aL<; 

vofjbov, — its  fulfilment  to  its  non-fulfilment,  on  the  part  of 

those  who  profess  and  embrace  it.     Lastly,  it  is  opposed 

to  all  the  objections  which  beset  Philippi's  construction 

except  the  one  proper  to  the  latter ;  in  lieu  of  which, 

however,  it  provides  its  own. 

We  arrive,  last  of  all,  at  the  most  important,  the  most 
interesting,  the  most  subtle,  and,  we  will  add,  the  worst 
of  all  the  applications  of  ver.  14  in  the  interpretation  of 
the  passage.    We  say  the  worst,  notwithstanding  that  it, 

*  As  a  whole;  for  many  things,  or  some  things,  the  aepooTtjQ  ever  did. 
But  he  did  not  fulfil  the  Law, 
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without  doubt,  rightly  connects  this  verse  with  what 
immediately  precedes  it.  It  is  the  application  adopted  by 
Bohme,  Fritzsche_,  De  Wette,  Winer  (Grammar  N.  T.), 
Riickert,  and  a  host  of  others,  and  in  particular  by 
Meyer,*  whose  exposition  of  these  verses,  among  the 
most  interesting  and  elaborate  extant,  should  be  carefully 
studied.  He  has  taken  the  greatest  pains  with  it,  and 
has  had  before  him  the  constructions  of  all  the  principal 
commentators,  ancient,  modern,  and  contemporary.  We 
call  it  ''  the  worst,"  because,  though  it  connects  ver.  14 
with  ver.  13 — as  it  ought  to  be  connected,  and  as  it  is 
connected  by  the  majority  of  expositors  ancient  and 
modern — nevertheless  it  does  not  employ  the  former  to 
sustain  the  latter.  What  is  the  consequence  ?  The  object 
of  the  yap  which  the  Apostle  presents — and  for  the  sake 
of  which  he  adds  ver.  14,  &c. — being  rejected,  another 
has  to  be  found.  And  since  it  is  not  in  the  text,  it  has 
to  he  fabricated.  Thus  it  comes  to  pass  that  a  proposition 
(ver.  14),  which  the  writer  designed  to  sustain  and 
explain  the  double  proposition  (ver.  13)  to  which  it  is 
subjoined,  is  employed  by  the  commentator  to  make  good 
not  the  proposition  presented  by  the  text,  but  a  con- 
struction— and  an  unnatural  construction  to  boot — which 
he  himself  substitutes  for  the  text.  And  this  construction 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  proposition  ol  Troiijral  v6/xov 
hLKaiwOrjaovTai    comprehends    the    Gentiles    within    its 

*  Meyer,  Comm.  Rom.  ii.  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  16. 
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range  !  Thus  generated,  a  proposition  comes  to  light 
which  is  purely  subjective,  which  is  altogether  distinct 
from  the  text,  and  which  is  presented  as  the  object  of  the 
yap  of  ver.  14.  Thus  this  verse  becomes  the  explanation 
of  an  explanation.  It  is  employed  to  support  and  defend 
an  interpretation :  an  interpretation,  moreover,  which  in 
the  case  of  Meyer,  Fritzsche,  Bohme,  and  others,  consists 
of  an  unnatural — nay,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  an 
inadmissible — extension  of  the  words  ol  TroirjTal  vofiov, 
and  so  of  the  whole  proposition,  to  the  Gren tiles.  It  is 
usurped  to  make  good  not  what  St.  Paul  says  in  ver.  13 
{i.e.  that  not  the  hearers  but  the  doers  of  the  vofia  shall 
be  just  with  God)*  but  what  the  commentator  says  of 
ver.  13.  And  what  he  says  of  it  is  this  :  that  it  appKes 
to  the  Gentiles — that  it  includes  the  Gentiles  in  its  range. 
"  For,"  he  continues,  "  when  the  Gentiles,  &c.  .  .  . 
they  are  a  law  to  themselves."  Now,  not  only  is  this 
application,  this  explanation,  or  assertion  or  subjective 
proposition  not  the  proposition  of  the  text  (which  alone 
is  the  true  object  of  the  yap),  but  it  is  plainly  incom- 
patible with  the  language  of  the  text.  For  the  critical 
reader  wiU  observe  that  what  the  double  proposition  of 
ver.  13  was  when  St.  Paul  placed  it  to  make  good 
ver.  12  B.  that  it  must  remain.  It  cannot  change  its 
character  and  aspect  when  he  comes  to  ver.  14.    The /ace 

*  vapa  6itp  =  Deo  Judice.  The  Ukoioq  is  intrinsic  to  man,  and  objective 
to  God.  Yid.  inf.,  as  to  our  use  of  the  four  terms — Intrinsic,  Extrinsic, 
Objective,  and  Subjective,  instead  of  only  two. 
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it  shows  to  the  latter  is  the  same  as  that  which  it  shows 
to  the  former.  Now  it  is  placed  by  St.  Paul  to  sustain 
ver.  12  B.  in  its  contrast  to  ver.  12  A.*  Consequently 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  argument  it  is  written 
with  exclusive  reference  to  the  Jews, — or  evvofioi.  But 
being  so,  it  must  so  remain.  How  then  can  it  change 
its  aspect  when  ver.  14  comes  to  be  written,  and  how  be 
opened  to  receive  the  Gentiles  within  its  range  ?  It  does 
not  and  cannot  include  them.  For  neither  does  the 
ironqraX  vofiov  properly  mean  virtual  fulfillers  of  the  Law, 
nor,  when  viewed  in  connexion  (1)  with  the  d/cpoaTul  vo^ov 
and  (2)  with  the  Sta  vofjuov  KptOijaovrai  can  it  mean  any 
others  than  the  evvofjuot.  The  three  propositions,  ver.  12  B. 
and  ver.  13,  and  their  argument,  alike  turn  on  the 
presence  of  the  v6/j,o<;.  Now  to  say  that  ver.  13  B.  com- 
prehends the  Gentiles, — to  make  that  assertion  the  object 
of  the  yap  of  ver.  1 4  (in  preference  to  the  proposition  of 
the  text),  and  then  to  use  that  verse  in  support  of 
that  assertion, — these  steps  exhibit  both  inaccuracy  and 
exorbitance  of  commentary.  We  say  exorbitance,  because 
here,  in  fact,  the  commentator  is  intruding  upon  his 
author,  making  use  of  his  author's  words  for  his  own 
purposes ;  in  order,  that  is,  to  make  good  not  what  his 
author  says,  but  what  he  himself  conjectures, — and  not 
happily  conjectures  either.     St.  Paul  affirms  of  the  doers 

*  To  make   good  the  £id  vofiov  KpiOi'iaovToi  in   its   contrast  to   thp 
dj'o/iwg  anoXovvrai, 
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of  tlie  vofio^  that  they  are  justified  Trapa  OeS.  The 
commentator  {e.  g.  Meyer,  Fritzsche,  Bohme)  afl&rms  of 
the  proposition  TrotrjTal  v6/jlov,  &c.,  that  within  its  range 
it  comprehends  the  Gentiles.  St.  Paul  subjoins  the 
orav  yap  eOvrf,  &c.  to  explain  and  make  good  his  pro- 
position. The  Commentator  employs  the  orav  yap  k.t.X. 
to  make  good  his  proposition,  viz.  his  application  of  the 
words  TTOiTjTal  vofiov  SiKaicoO^aovTai  to  the  Gentiles, — 
which  amounts  to  a  proposition,  a  subjective  one.  Thus 
the  Pauline  object  of  the  yap  of  ver.  14  gives  place  to  the 
commentator's  object  of  the  yap, — an  object  which  is 
formed  by  an  arbitrary  and  unnatural  application  of  the 
TToirjTal  vojMov,  /c,T.\.  to  the  Gentiles,  the  BiKacoyd^aovTai, 
being,  as  far  as  confirmatory  proof  is  concerned,  entirely 
set  aside. 

For  the  purpose  of  elucidation  Meyer  has  given  us  a 
paraphrase  of  vv.  13,  14;  a  brief  attentive  consideration 
of  which  will  show  the  reader  how  this  celebrated  com- 
mentator has  actually  imposed  upon  himself — in  his 
attempt  to  interweave  and  combine  his  own  view  with 
the  text  of  the  Apostle,  The  thesis  he  presents  is  not  in 
the  least  sustained  by  the  proof  which  he  subjoins  in  its 
support,  and  which  he  introduces  with  a  denn  evidently 
intended  to  represent  the  yap  of  ver.  14  in  the  text.  He 
says  :  "  The  connexion,  therefore,  may  be  paraphrased 
somewhat  thus  :  '  With  right  and  reason  I  say  "  the  doers 
of  the  Law  shall  be  justified  ;''  for  (denn)  as  to  the  case  of 
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the  Gentiles  that  ye  may  not  regard  them  as  beyond  the 
reach  of  that  rule  it  is  proved  in  fact  by  those  instances 
in  which  Gentiles,  though  not  in  possession  of  the  Law 
of  MoseSj  do  by  nature  the  requirements  of  this  law,  that 
they  are  a  law  unto  themselves ;  because  namely,  they 
thereby  show  that  its  obligation  stands  written  in  their 
hearts,^  &c."  That  is  to  say  (1)  the  'right'  and  'reason' 
with  which  the  BcKaicoO^aovrai  is  affirmed  of  the  iroii^TaX  in 
preference  and  opposition  to  the  aKpoaraX  vofiovis  shown  by 
the  fact  that  the  Gentiles  are  not  beyond  the  range  of  that 
proposition  and  the  reach  of  that  rule, — though  you  would 
naturally  think  so, — which  fact  is  in  turn  made  evident  by 
the  fact  established  in  ver.  14, — the  fact  that  when  they 
do  the  things  of  the  v6^o<i  they  are  a  vo/xo^;  to  themselves. 
How  does  the  inclusion  of  the  Gentiles,  on  whatever  ground 
from  ver.  14,  show  the  'right'  and  'reason'  of  the  assertion 
that  not  the  hearers  but  the  doers  of  the  yo/i09  are  justi- 
fied ?  For  Meyer's  denn  the  thesis  should  have  been 
this  :  '  The  term  TroirjTal  vo/xov  and  so  the  proposition, 
comprehend  the  Gentiles  within  their  range,  for*  "  as  to 
their  case  that  you  may  not  regard  them  as  being  beyond 
the  reach  of  that  rule,"  &c.  &c.  But  St.  Paul  does  not 
say  that  of  the  TroLTjral  pofxov  :  that  is,  the  Author  does  not 
say  in  ver.  13,  what  the  commentator  borrows  his  (the 
author's)  proof  in  ver,  14  to  prove.  Again,  Meyer  explains 
the  yap  of  ver.  14,  as  "  introducing  the  ^roof  that  the 
proposition  of  ver.  1 3  also  holds  of  the  Gentiles."     But 
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that  the  proposition  of  ver.  13  '  also  holds  of  the  Gentiles* 
is  his  assertion  ;  not  the  Apostle^s, — for  it  is  not  in  the 
text.  Therefore  he  famishes  the  yap  with  a  fabricated 
object.  Neither  is  the  oi  TroiTjTaX  vofwv  StKaKoOija-ovrac 
"  the  general  fundamental  law  of  God  who  judges  with 
righteousness,"  as  Meyer  affirms  and,  as  such,  applies  to 
the  Gentiles,  as  well  as  to  the  Jews,  in  the  day  of  God's 
universal  judgment.  This  adjustment  is  forbidden  by 
the  nature  and  relations  of  the  vofio'i  on  the  one  hand,  and 
by  the  principle  implied  in  the  avdyMi<i  airoXovvTai  on  the 
other.  We  have  dwelt  to  this  length  on  Meyer,  because, 
as  he  is  one  of  the  latest,  so  he  is  one  of  the  greatest  of 
the  Protestant  commentators  on  the  Pauline  Epistles. 

De  Wette  is  more  remote  and  visionary,  more  arbitrary 
and  subjective  still.*  Like  Meyer,  rightly  connecting 
ver.  14  with  ver.  13, — unlike  him  rightly  refusing  to 
place  the  Gentiles  under  the  1/0/X09  this  commentator 
employs  ver.  1 4  to  make  good,  in  respect  of  the  Gentiles, 
not  only  what  is  said  in  ver.  12  A.  concerning  them  as 
dvofioc,  but  also  what  is  said  in  ver,  12  B.  and  ver.  13 
concerning  the  Jews  (or  evvofioi)  as  contrasted  with  the 
avofioi.  But  as  to  the  latter  text  (ver.  12  B.  13)  to  make 
good  what  ?  What  the  text  says  ?  By  no  means.  What 
then  ?  His  own  extension  or  application  of  it  analogically 
to  the  Gentiles  !  He  says  "  The  correct  view  of  the  con- 
nexion of  our  verses  (14,  15)  with  the  foregoing  (12,  13) 

♦  De  Wette,  Kom.  ii.  12,  13,  14.     See  Appendix. 
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will  therefore  be  this;  that  they  (14,  15)  are  intended 
to  make  good  {begrunden)  with  reference  to  the  Gentiles 
what  is  affirmed  in  ver.  12,  13."  He  means  'make 
good '  the  application  of  what  is  affirmed.  He  means 
'  they  are  intended  to  make  good  an  extension  and 
application  of  the  statements  in  ver.  12  B.  and  ver.  13  to 
the  Gentiles,' — not  to  make  good  the  statements  them- 
selves which  he  himself  in  opposition  to  Meyer  refers 
exclusively  to  the  Jews.  So  that  manifestly  De  Wette's 
object  of  the  yap  is  his  own  arbitrary  and  unlikely  ex- 
tension of  ver.  13  to  the  Gentiles.  His  own  arbitrary 
extension,  we  repeat,  and  nothing  whatever  else.  Here  we 
plainly  see  the  commentator  substituted  for  the  author,  his 
explanation  for  the  text,  and  the  subjective  for  the  objec- 
tive. He  adds  that  the  introduction  of  ver.  14  is  intended 
"  not  merely  to  make  good  the  one-sided  proposition  in 
ver.  1 2  A.  that  the  Gentiles  also  will  be  punished  but  to 
show  that  there  is,  in  their  case  also,  a  justification, 
— which  is  said  in  ver.  13  merely  in  reference  to  the  Jews 
but  is  tacitly  extended  also  to  the  Gentiles."  That  is  to 
say  the  extension  is  not  in  the  text  but  is  his  own  thought 
and  he  usurps  ver.  14  to  give  it  colour  and  support. 
What  the  text  of  ver.  13  really  designedly  presents  to 
the  reader  is  not  a  principle  of  universal  application  but 
a  special  double  proposition  turning  purely  on  the  vo/nof 
■ — ^jnst  introduced — dealing  exclusively  with  the  evvofiot 
and      strict!}'     intended     to      support     the     hia     vofiov 
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KpiOijaovrac  as  aflfirmed  of  the  oaoL  iv  vo/jm  rjfiapTOu  as 
opposed  to  the  dv6fi(o<;  airokovvTat.  It  is  written  to  pre- 
sent to  the  reader  what  it  expresses,  not  something  else 
which  it  may  suggest.  But  since  St.  Paul  had  no  thought 
of  putting  forward  in  ver.  13  a  general  principle, — to  be 
appHed  to  the  Gentiles, — he  cannot  have  intended  to 
make  good  such  a  position  by  ver.  l^.  No ;  all  this  is 
done  for  him  by  a  commentator,  who  unable  to  discover 
any  better  ratiocinative  connexion  between  the  verses, 
presents  as  the  object  of  the  ^ap, — not  the  text  which 
the  writer  presents, — ^but  a  deduction  of  his  own  drawn 
from  it,  and  altogether  distinct  from  the  double  position 
which  it  very  definitely  conveys.  Thus  Meyer  puts,  in 
the  place  of  the  text  a  pretended  range  and  De  Wette 
the  extension  of  something  deduced.  And  thus 
De  Wette  no  less  than  Meyer,  Fritzsche,  Bohme, /ai^ri- 
cates  an  object  for  the  yap.*  Moreover  taking  the  v6fio<i 
in  direct  relation  to  the  party  instructed  and  as  a  regula 
dingens,  jubens  et  judicans — ^De  Wette  says  that,  when 
the  Gentiles  do  the  things  of  the  v6fio<i,  they  are  the 
vofjLos — h.  e.  a  Lawgiver  {Gesetzgeber) — to  themselves. 
But  they  are  a  Lawgiver  to  themselves  by  the  constitu- 
tion of   nature,   by   the   natui-al    law  implanted  within 


*  Beelen,  a  highly -esteemed  commentatorj  takes  aabstantially  the  same 
line.  He  (1)  places  the  Gentiles  in  ver.  13,  (2)  asks  how  they  get  there, 
(3)  uses  ver.  14  to  answer  how ;  making  the  yap  a  nempe  or  a  scilicet.  He 
may  spare  himself,  however,  both  the  question  and  the  answer,  for  the 
Gentiles  are  not  in  ver.  13  at  all !  He  '  explains '  something  which  the 
Apostle  has  never  said.    Besides  the  orav  yap  evidently  means  proof. 
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them, — whether  they  do  the  things,  of  the  v6fio<i  or  not, 
that  is  to  say  independently  of  and  before  the  7roir)(ri<; 
roiv  Tov  vofiov.  The  Lawgiver  precedes  not  follows 
obedience  to  the  law.  But  with  the  Apostle  the  objective 
fact  indicated  by  the  orav  yap  eOvi}  ra  tov  vofiov  Troiaxriv 
is  the  indispensible  condition  upon  which  the  succeeding 
fact  indicated  by  the  eaxrroi<i  elatv  vofiov;  depends  for  its 
existence.  When  they  fulfil  &c.  they  are  :  when  they  do 
not  fulfil  they  are  not. 

Fritzsche,*  following  Bohme,  adopts  the  same  view  of 
the  connexion,  and  the  same  principle  or  method  of 
interpretation  as  that  which  Meyer  unfolds.  He  too 
employs  ver.  14  to  make  good  not  that  which  the  text 
presents  and  the  Apostle  says,  but  a  conjectural,  un- 
natural, improbable  interpretation  of  ver.  13,  imposed  by 
himself.  Perceiving,  however,  more  clearly  than  the 
others  the  diflBculty  arising  from  the  simple  tenor  of  the 
language  of  ver.  14  :  orav  .  .  .  iroccaaiv  .  .  .  eavrol<;  elcnv, 
he  takes  away  from  the  orav  its  usual  meaning  of 
'  when  '  (quando)  and  substitutes  the  rarer  one  of  '  since* 
{siquidem) :  then,  to  balance  this,  he  gratuitously 
supposes  a  S-rfXop  on  before  the  ovroi  and  refers  us 
in  his  defence  (1)  to  a  passage  (1  Cor.  xv.  27)  where 
StjXov  on  occurs  in  the  text ;  and  (2)  to  those  brachy- 
ologies  where,  in  fact,  eav  not  otuv  is  the  word.  So 
that  the  instances  are  not  so  much  to  the  point  as 
could  be  wished.  This  construction  even  if  in  part 
*  Fritzsche,  Comm.  Rom.  ii.  13,  14. 
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admissible,  is  nevertheless  strained  and  unsatisfactory. 
We  submit  that  it  is  safer  and  sounder  exegesis  to 
observe  fidelity  aud  take  the  words  exactly  according  to 
the  text.  The  interpretation  which  so  takes  them  has 
plainly  the  advantage  over  that  which  handles  them 
dangerously.  The  writer,  we  insist,  means  to  tell  ua 
that  when  the  Gentiles  do  the  things  of  the  vofxo'i  they 
are  themselves  the  v6fio<;  and  not  otherwise.  But  if  we 
here  regard  the  vofio^  in  primary  (or  direct)  relation  to 
the  party  instructed  as  a  regula  dirigens,  ^c.  this 
dependence  could  not  be.  For  so  long  as  the  'lex 
naturalis '  dictated  to  the  Gentile,  some  things  of  the 
v6fio<;, — that  is,  some  of  those  things  which  the  v6fio9 
would  teach  him  if  he  had  it, — in  this  he  would  be  a  v6/mo^ 
to  himself  whether  he  '  did'  any  thing, — h.  e.  obeyed — 
or  not.  But  lastly  Fritzsche,  and  he  alone  has  recourse 
to  this  construction  of  ver  1-4  in  order  to  smooth  down 
one  of  the  many  discrepancies  which  beset  this  widely- 
adopted  interpretation  of  the  verses.  The  exegetical 
crime  of  a  fabricated  object  for  the  yap  (and  such  an 
object !)  is  his,  if  possible,  more  than  it  is  Meyer's  or 
De  Wette's.  He  employs  a  subjective  explanation  of 
ver.  14  to  explain  a  subjective  explanation  of  ver.  13. 
The  objective  import  of  both  verses  being  overlaid  or  set 
aside,  the  commentator  buries  the  author  and  carries 
away  his  yap. 

We   say   Fritzsche   alone   puts   this    construction    of 
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ver.  14.  But  perhaps  the  commentary  of  Aquinas* 
should  be  resolved  to  this  explanation  of  the  text. 
'Hujus  modi  legem  non  habentes  ipsi  sibi  stmt  lex, — 
inquantum  scilicit  funguntur  officio  legis  ad  seipsos, 
instruendo  se  et  inducendo  ad  bonum.'-j-  But  it  is 
not  true  that  the  doing  of  the  things  of  a  revealed  law 
[lex  jJositiva)  shows  that  the  Gentile  is  a  '  lea;  revelata' 
to  himself.  [And  this,  to  say  nothing  of  the  insertion 
of  the  BfjXov  on  which  we  are  here  ascribing  to 
St.  Thomas,  instead  of  making  him  think  that  the 
discharge  of  the  office  of  the  v6jui,o<i  follows  and  depends 
upon  obedience.]  St.  Thomas  is  not,  we  submit,  close 
enough  to  the  text.  The  vofio'i  of  St.  Paul  must  be 
taken  in  the  same  sense, — that  is,  in  the  same  relation  to 
that  to  which  it  is  intended  to  relate, — in  the  eavroi^ 
elaiv  vofio^  as  in  the  (jlt)  vo^ov  e-^ovTa ;  else  the  point  of 
the  argument  is  destroyed.  If  it  be  taken  in  relation  to 
the  party  instructed,  then  it  wears  the  aspect  of  a 
revealed  law  in  contrast  to  the  natural  law  which  the 
Gentile  has.  (Comp.  cap.  i.  vv.  19  and  32.)  Then  the 
vofio'i  must  mean  the  very  thing  which  no  man  can  '  be' 
to  himself.  But  if  it  be  taken  in  relation  to  SLKatoavvrf 
and   understood   as  a   documentwm   justitice,    then    the 

*  Aqninas,  Horn.  Rom.  Lectio.  3. 

f  St.  Thomas  could  say  the  same  of  '  Revelation  :'  but  how  is  a  man 
without  revelation,  by  natural  light  a  'revelation'  to  himself  ?'  He  cannot 
be  in  the  i^lacc  of  a  revelation  to  himself.     For  '  Revelation '  is  external. 
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Gentile   'has'    it   not    indeed    as     the    Jew     '  has'    it 
{sc.  <f)va€t)  but  he  himself  *  is'  it. 

Along  with  that  great  majority  of  expositors  who 
connect  ver.  14  with  ver.  13  is  one  of  the  most  distin- 
guished and  trusted  of  English  commentators — Vaughan.* 
But  what  explanation  can  well  sit  looser  to  the 
Pauline  text  than  this  divine's  paraphrase  of  w.  13,  14  ? 
Let  the  one  be  carefully  compared  with  the  other,  which 
is  as  follows  :  "  I  say  that  there  may  be  hearers  of  a  law 
who  are  not  doers  of  it :  I  go  further  and  say,  that  there 
may  be  doers  of  a  law  who  are  not  hearers  of  it :  far 
{=  the  yap  of  St.  Paul)  whenever  Gentiles  who  do  not 
possess  a  law,  that  is,  an  express  revelation  of  duty,  do 
by  nature,  without  revelation  the  things  of  such  {rov)  law, 
the  things  which  Grod's  law,  if  they  possessed  it,  would 
prescribe  to  them,  these,  though  they  do  not  possess  a  law, 
are  a  law  to  themselves :  to  them  belongs,  so  far  as  their 
knowledge  extends,  both  the  advantage  and  the  respon- 
sibility of  persons  living  under  a  Divine  law :  because 
they  show  the  work,  the  purport  or  requirement  of  the 
law  to  be  written  on  their  hearts,^  though  not  on 
material  tablets  like  those  of  the  Ten  Commandments 
(2  Cor.  iii.  3;  ovk  iv  ifKa^lv  XiOivac;  aXX,'  iv  irXa^lv 
KapBLa<i  aapKLvaLs;),"  &c.  Now  does  the  Apostle  say  (1)  'I 
say  that  there  may  be  hearers  of  a  law  who  are  not  doers 

*  Vaughan  (C.  J.)  Comm.  Rom.  ii.  13,  14. 
■j-  The  italics  are  those  of  Vaughan, 
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of  it ;'  or  (2)  ^  I  go  further  and  say  that  there  may  be 
doers  of  a  law  who  are  not  hearers  of  it  •/  or  (3)  does 
the  '  for^  of  Vaughan  represent  the  logical  nexus  or 
relation  of  the  Apostle^s  yap  ?  By  no  means.  St.  Paul 
is  not  contrasting  '  doing^  with  '  hearing'  in  respect  of 
law.  He  is  contrasting  the  doing  of  the  v6p,o<;  with  the 
hearing  of  the  v6fjbo<i  in  respect  of  justification, — 
h.e.  being  rendered  just  before  God.  Again,  he  does 
not  say :  ^  I  go  further  and  say  that  there  may  be  doers 
of  a  law  who  are  not  hearers  of  it.'  This  is  the  flight 
of  the  commentator.  Yet  this  sentence,  which  bears  no 
resemblance  to  ver.  13,  Vaughan  substitutes  for  the 
double  proposition  of  that  verse  in  order  to  form  the 
object  of  the  yap  of  ver.  14.  'For'  he  adds,  'when 
the  Gentiles,'  &c.  And  this  '  for'  is  intended  to  repre- 
sent the  Pauline  yap.  But  observe  further,  that  in  this 
paraphrase  he  does  not  introduce  a  single  word  as  to 
Justice  or  Justification ; — the  strangest  omission.  For 
it  is  in  fact  for  the  sake  of  the  SiKatot  irapa  (tc3)  6ew 
that  the  Apostle  adds  ver.  13.  These  words  are  the 
standard  and  test  to  which  the  aKpoaral  and  the  Troirjral 
vofjbov  are  successively  brought.  It  is  thus  that  he 
proves  his  previous  affirmation  (ver.  12  B.)  that  '  as 
many  as  have  sinned  in  the  vo/xa  shall  be  judged  (and 
condemned)  by  the  i^o/ao?.'  And  we  will  here  add  that 
by  subjoining  ver.  14,  to  sustain  and  'prove'  ver.  13, 
he  causes  the  latter  to  sustain  (or  prove)  ver.  12  B.  with 
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additional  force.  For  the  more  he  works  the  whole 
argument  out,  the  more  cogent  does  each  part  of  the 
whole  piece  of  ratiocination  become.  When,  therefore, 
Vaughan  omits  all  notice  of  the  two  words  denoting 
righteousness  or  justification  with  God,  he  must  needs 
be  drifting  clean  away  from  the  Apostle's  line  of  thought 
and  reasoning. 

It  seems  indeed  strange  to  us  that  Franzelin*  should 
not  have  perceived  (1)  the  importance  and  weight  of  the 
hUaLOL  irapa  Beat  and  the  hiKaicoOrjcrovTaL,  and  (2)  that 
through  the  iroirjTal  vofiov  of  ver.  13  and  the  ra  rov 
vofiov  ttolSxtiv  of  ver.  14,  they  form  a  bond — partly 
latent,  partly  patent — between  these  verses;  and  thus 
should  have  chosen  with  (Calvin,  Alapide,  and  others) 
to  sever  ver.  14  from  ver.  13,  and  take  it  back  to 
ver.  12  A. ;  and  should  have  interpreted  ver.  14  as 
speaking  de  notitia  or  de  cognatione  veritatum  instead  of 
de  Justitia  as  it  really  does.  But  it  is  still  stranger  that 
Vaughan  who  rightly  connects  the  verses  together, 
should  overlook  altogether  these  two  chief  ^factors'  in 
the  argument  of  the  text. 

Erasmus  connects  the  verses  and  paraphrases  ver.  14, 
and  its  connexion  with  the  preceding  in  the  following 
words  :t — "  Neque  enim  satis  est  audisse  legem  ut  Justus 
habearis   apud    Deum;   ne  quid   hoc   nomine  blandiaris 

♦  Cardinal  Franzelin.  Franzelin,  De  Deo  Uno  Secundom  Naturam, 
p.  73. 

t  Erasmus,  Comm.  Rom.  Li.  13,  14. 
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Judsee,  sed  qui  factis  ac  moribus  legem  exprimunt  prge- 
stantque  ii  denique,  judice  Deo,  justi  habebuntur. 
Amplectitur  Deus  approbatque  bene  facta  etiamsi  nulla 
sit  lex  et  magis  aversatur  eos  qui  cum  legem  habeant  legi 
non  obediunt ;  quamquam  nullis  omnimodo  deest  lex. 
Etenim  cum  nationes  a  lege  Mosaica  alienae  ultro  {(fyvaei) 
natura  ducti  quge  Isege  jubentar  faciunt  quamvis  nullo 
legis  MosaicEe  prasscripto  moveantur,  tamen  ipsi  sibi 
legis  vice  sunt/'  &c.*  Here  the  word  etenim,  wbich 
he  intends  to  represent  the  jap  of  the  text,  makes  good 
his  own  *  quamquam  nullis  omnimodo  deest  lex/  Is 
not  the  object  of  the  yap  here  openly  interpolated  and 
the  Pauline  proposition  set  aside  to  make  way  for  it  ? 

Kollner  between  the  verses  introduces  the  words  :  unci 
damit  audi  die  Heidenf  (^and  therewith  also  the 
Gentiles') ;  thus  forging  an  explicit  object  for  the  yap. 
And  this  he  does,  not  with  any  warrant  at  all  from  ver.  13, 
but  in  accordance  with  what  ver.  14  suggests  to  his  mind. 

Winer  in  his  New  Testament  Grammar  (p.58  Ed.  Fr.)  J 
says  (1)  that  vei-.  13  ^relates  to  the  doing  not  to  the 
hearing  of  the  Law.'  Not  so.  It  relates  to  Justice  and 
Justification  by  the  doing  in  prefereace  and  opposition  to 

♦  Those  who  study  paraphrases  or  explanations  in  English,  German,  or 
Latin,  should  remember  that  the  words  '  Law,'  Oesetz,  Lex,  are  generic, 
and  represent  natural  as  well  as  revealed  law ;  whereas  vofiog  is  specific, 
and  means  solely  revealed  law,  and  further  still  the  Mosaic  Law.  tfofiog  is 
the  vofiog, 

t  Kollner,  Comm.  Eom.  ii.  13,  14. 

X  Wilier,  Grammar  N.  T.  (yap). 
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the  hearing  of  the  Law — in  the  case  of  the  epvofioL. 
Like  Yaughan,  Winer  neglects  the  hUatoi  irapa  0e<p  and 
the  StKaicoOijaovrat  in  his  collection.  Again  he  says  that 
from  w.  14,  15  it  appears  that  'the  heathen*  {edvr)  here 
is  not  heathen  but  Gentiles  i.e.  non-Jews)  'who  lire 
righteously  are  also  doers  of  the  Law."  That  is  he 
adopts  the  view  that  ver.  13  B.  comprehends  the  Gentiles 
within  its  range.  And  like  Meyer  and  the  rest  he 
employs  ver.  14,  to  sustain  that  view  to  the  neglect  and 
exclusion  of  the  textual  proposition.  Moreover,  as  we 
have  before  shown,  the  inclusion  of  the  Gentiles  under 
the  TTotrjral  vofwv  is  inadmissible.  For  the  1/0/109  there 
presented — as  confronting  the  Troirjra], — is  the  same 
v6fio<i  as  that  which  confronts  the  aKpoaral  and  objec- 
tively governs  both  nominatives.  It  is  also  the  same 
v6fio<i  as  that  twice  mentioned  in  the  preceding  verse. 
So  that  the  term  connects  the  doers  of  an  external 
(positive)  law  and  these  alone.  The  'form*  of  the 
vofio^  formalizes  the  Tronfral.  To  be  a  iroLrjTrj^  vbyuov 
implies  the  presence  of  the  v6fM)<;.  Contrasted  with  it  we 
have  \^e  iroir]TaX  tcov  tov  vofiov  (ver.  14), — advertently  so 
termed  because  they  have  not  the  vofio^.  A  little  later 
on  the  Apostle  speaks  of  the  Circumcision*  as  keeping 
xa  BiKaKiifiara  tov  vofiov.  Why  does  he  not  simply  say 
TOV  vofiov  (f)vkdacr7)  ?  Because  they  have  not  the  v6fio<;. 
So  to  express  their  obedience  would  be  informal   and 

*  Ver.  26. 


46  ON  TEE   FOUR  TAP. 

inaccurate.  But  why  then  in  ver.  27  is  the  aKpo^varia 
described  as  tov  voyLov  reXovcra  ?  Because  one  who  has 
not  the  2/0/X09  can  be  said  in  all  strictness  reXeiv  rov 
vojjbov — though  he  cannot  accurately  be  said  rrpacraelv 
or  TToielv  or  (pvXarrelv  rov  vo/mov.  reXelv  presents  the 
notion  of  '  end'  and  '  substance.'  It  refers  directly 
and  primarily  to  the  content  of  the  z/o/io?  (the  triune 
charity),  which  may  exist  apart  from  the  v6/j,o<;. 

We  have  all  along  proceeded  on  the  assumption  that 
the  object  of  the  yap  of  ver.  14  must  be  presented  in 
the  text.  This  is  a  most  firm  foundation.  The  yap 
never  was  that  did  not,  by  the  intention  of  the  writer, 
refer  to  what  he  had  written — in  order  to  make  it  good 
to  render  a  reason  for  it,  to  sustain  it  by  a  statement  or 
explanatory  proof.  Every  yap  is  and  must  be  preceded 
by  a  sententia  expressa,  which  the  writer  designs  to 
support  by  that  which  the  yap  introduces,  and  which  is 
therefore  the  intended  object  of  the  yap.  This  sententia 
expressa  is  always  intentionally  the  immediate  object  of 
the  yap  though  not  always  in  fact  the  immediate  object. 
There  may  be,  and  often  is,  a  sententia  intelleda,  an 
intervening  thought,  a  simple  or  a  complex  one,  a  logical 
link  or  chain.  But  this  is  subordinate  and  subservient 
to  the  object  presented  by  the  writer,  and  is  left  to  the 
mind  of  the  reader.  With  this  subordinate  and  subser- 
vient element  the  writer  does  not  concern  himself.  It 
is   not   his   '  object.'      The   object  therefore   which   he 
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textually  presents  to  the  reader  is  the  sole  proper  object 
of  the  yap — in  exegetical  view.  And  the  same  rule 
holds  with  the  Latin  '  enim,'  the  German  '  denn/  and 
the  English  'for/ — which  all  alike  refer  the  reader  to 
what  has  been  before  said,  and  almost  always  just  before 
said.* 

Wahl,t  therefore,  certainly  errs  when  in  his  'Clavis' 
he  divides  the  object  of  the  yap  into  two  kinds,  the 
sententia  expressa  and  the  sententia  intellecta,  as  though 
the  latter  held  the  same  exegetical  relation  to  the  causal 
particle  as  the  former.  No.  The  sole  proper  object;};  of 
the  yap  must  always  be  that  which  is  textually  presented 
to  the  reader.  The  sententia  expressa  is  never  absent 
from  the  yap.  Never,  therefore,  can  its  place  be  taken 
by  the  sententia  intellecta.  Ever  does  the  latter,  when 
required,  hold  the  place  of  medium  between  the  sententia 
expressa — h.e.  the  presented,  the  intended,  the  proper 
object  of  the  yap — and  the  passage  which  the  yap  intro- 
duces. The  yap  joins  passages ;  and  connects  them 
under  the  proper  form  of  its  logical  office.  As  well 
might  the  /cat  reinforce, — the  aXXa  oppose, — the  ovv 
conclude  from,  as  the  yap  sustain  something  not  pre- 
viously said.  In  every  one  of  the  New  Testament 
references  which  Wahl  accumulates  under  the  head  of 

*  See  Grammarians — Winer,  Elotz,  Kiihner,  &c. 

t  Wahl  (Clavis  N.  T.),  ydp. 

X  That  is  to  say,  the  writer's  sole  object. 
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sententia  intellecta  we  find  the  sententia  expressa  in  fhe 
preceding  text — that  is,  we  find  the  object  presented  and 
intended  by  the  writer.  Nor  is  the  sententia  intellecta 
at  all  required,  it  would  seem,  in  all  the  cases  which 
Wahl  gives.  Take  an  example.  The  val  Kvpte  is  the 
object  of  the  koI  yap,  k.t.X.  of  the  Syro-Phoenician 
woman.*  '  Certainly  it  is  not  right  to  take  the  children's 
bread  and  cast  it  to  the  dogs.'  It  would  be  a  wanton  as 
well  as  an  improper  act ; — why  ?  Because  the  dogs, — 
dogs  though  they  be, — are  otherwise  provided  for ;  sc,  by 
superfluity  which  is  not  the  'children's  bread'  at  all. 
She  establishes  her  point  out  of  our  Lord's  own  mouth. 
Wahl  spoils  the  keen  reasoning  of  the  mother  with  his 
sententia  intellecta, — with  his  "  neque  tamen  fame  perire 
sinimus  canes  fieri  e7iim  {yap)  patimur  ut  micis  ves- 
cantur,"  &c.  Never  anywhere  can  the  sententia  expressa , 
the  writer's  object,  be  thrust  aside  to  make  way  for  the 
sententia  intellecta, — the  reader's  thought.f  The  expla- 
nation then  of  ver.  13  B.  by  aid  of  which  Bengel, 
Fritzsche,  Meyer,  de  Wette,  Winer,  and  so  many  others 
provide  an  object  for  the  yap  is  not  the  text  nor  of  the 
text,  but  rather  resembles  a  scJiolion  whose  proper  place 
is  in  the  margin  of  the  text.  But  it  has  no  right  even 
to  be  there,  for  it  presents  a  view  of  the  TroirjTal  v6p,ov 

*  Mark  vii.  28. 

t  But,  whenever  this  does  need  introduction,  it  is  required  as  ministering 
to  the  sententia  eaypressa,  as  explaining  by  what  process  of  reasoning  it  is 
\  that  the  ydf),  k.t.X.  sustains  it,s  proposition, — the  preceding  text. 

\ 
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ScKuccoOijaovrat  which  ia  forbidden  (1)  by  the  whole 
argument  of  the  passage,  (2)  by  the  introduction  of  the 
v6fio<;  ver.  12  B.  in  contrast  to  the  a — v6fio<i  {ib.  A.), 
(3)  by  the  antithesis  between  the  aKpouToX  and  the 
TTotrjTal,  (4)  by  the  formal  relation  between  the  Troiiyral 
and  the  vofiov.  At  the  same  time  all  these  commentators 
are  right  in  closely  connecting  the  two  verses  together 
through  the  yap.  For  first  it  is  the  natural  and  obvious 
connexion.  Secondly,  there  is  strong  internal  evidence 
of  aflfinity.  Thirdly,  the  attempted  connexion  of  ver.  14 
with  any  other  verse  is  condemned  by  its  too  conjectural 
character  on  the  one  hand,  and  by  manifold  and  manifest 
discrepancies  on  the  other. 

In  drawing  near  to  the  Argumentum  Velatum  and  the 
true  interpretation  of  our  passage,  we  draw  near  to 
St.  Augustine's*  treatment  of  it  in  chapter  26  of  his  book 
'  De  Spiritu  et  Littera.'  Quoting  ver.  14,  in  the  Latin, 
he  adds  the  words :  "  His  verbis  hoc  unde  agitur  sub- 
jungit  et  dicit ;  '  Cum  Gentes  qui  legem  non  habent,' " 
&c. — leaving  out  the  enim.  Since  we  cannot  certainly 
say  whether  he  understands  ver.  14  to  sustain  ver.  13, 
we  can  only  ask  ;  May  he  not  have  done  so  ?  May  he 
not  have  had  an  imperfect  perception  of  the  ratiocinative 
basis  underlying  the  whole  passage  and  formed  out  of  the 
nature,  h.e.  the  meaning  and  end,  of  the  v6/j.o^ — out  of  the 
reciprocal  relations  of  the  v6/mo^  and  the  BiKaiocrvvr}  {irapa 
*  Augustine  (De  Spiritu  et  Littera,  c.  26}. 
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rS  Oew) — the  relation  of  the  Law  to  Justice  with  God 
and  the  relation  of  Justice  to  the  Law  ?  And  (2)  may  he 
not  have  employed  the  fadorem  Legis  of  the  passage : 
'  Unde  autem  factorem  Legis  Graecum  justificatum 
diceret  sine  gratia  Salvatoris/ — as  representing  the 
iroirjTal  rwv  rov  vofxov  of  ver.  14  and  not  the  TroiijTal 
vojjbov  of  ver.  13 — understanding  it  (the  Latin  term)  in  a 
virtual  and  not  in  a  formal  sense ;  with  no  thought  of 
comprehending  the  Gentiles  under  a  proposition  which 
relates  to  the  Jews  alone  ?  Be  this  as  it  may,  still  the 
words  '  hoc  unde  agitur'  arrest  and  demand  attention. 

"We  have  at  length  arrived  at  the  interpretation  which 
is  given  by  Jowett*  in  his  ''  Commentary  on  Romans.^' 
''Verse  14,"  he  says,  "  is  closely  connected  with  ver.  13, 
of  which  it  forms  an  indirect  proof.  '  It  is  not  the 
hearers  but  the  doers  of  the  Law  who  are  to  be  justified ; 
for  the  Gentiles  are  sometimes  justified  who  know  not 
the  Law.*  "  And  just  before,  he  observes  that  "  the 
Apostle  here  speaks  of  the  doers  of  the  Law  as  to  be 
justified."  We  must  acknowledge  Jowett  for  our  pre- 
cursor and,  as  far  as  we  know,  our  sole  precursor.  Here 
is  real  light  though  not  all  the  light.  The  truth  but  not 
the  whole  truth.  But  defective  as  the  interpretation  is 
— for  this  commentator  seems  to  have  derived  the  justifi- 
cation of  the  Gentiles  from  the  lexis  rather  than  the 
logic  of  the  passage,  from  the  ra  rov  vofxov  Troicoacv 
*  Jowett  (Coram.  Rom.  ii.  vv.  13,  14). 
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rather  than  from  the  reasoning  involved  (which,  if  ver. 
14  is  to  sustain  ver.  13,  necessarily  requires  the  equi- 
pollent of  SiKaioi.  IT.  6.  and  SiKaicoOija-oin-aL  in  ver.  14) 
— defective,  as  it  is,  stUl  it  (1)  contains  the  kernel  of  the 
Apostle's  argument,  and  (2)  is  scientifically  worth  all  the 
other  interpretations,  ancient  and  modern,  put  together. 
For  first,  it  brings  to  light  the  fundamental  fact  of  the 
argument,  viz.  'Lex  non  trahit  Justitiam  sed  Justitia 
Legem.*  In  the  second  place,  as  it  excels  Calvin, 
Alapide,  Suarez,  Menochius,  Tirinus,  Kopp,  Flatt, 
Mehring,  Franzelin,  &c.,  by  adhering  to  the  natural  and 
obvious  connexion  of  the  verses,  instead  of  arbitrarily 
referring  ver.  14  to  ver.  12  A. ;  as  it  excels  Hoffmann 
and  Philippi  in  refusing  to  sever  ver.  13  into  halves  and 
then  reject  the  half  nearer  ver.  14  and  alone  resembling 
it, — so  above  all,  by  boldly  embracing  ver.  13,  it  excels 
Bengel,  Piconius,  Meyer,  De  Wette,  Riickert,  Yaughan, 
and  all  the  others  who,  under  whatever  form,  fabricate 
an  object  for  the  yap  instead  of  accepting  that  which  the 
Apostle  places  in  black  and  white  before  them.  More- 
over this  interpretation  gives  their  due  weight  to  the 
Bixaioi,  irapa  Beat  and  the  BtKaicod^crovrac, — their  true 
integrity  to  the  expressions  (1)  ra  tov  vofiov  iroicocnv, 
(2)  the  eavTol<i  elaiv  v6fio<;,  and  (3)  the  to  epyov  tov 
vofjbov;  and  their  true  significance  to  the  ypaiTTov  iv  Taa 
KapSiai'i  avToiv — words  which  point,  not  to  the  precept 
and  rule,  but  to  the  SiKaioavi'r}  which  is  iv  irvevfjuaTL  as 

4* 
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opposed  to  the  '  literal'  Justice  graven  on  the  Tables  of 
the  Law.  In  a  word,  Jowett,  and  he  alone  of  all,  pro- 
perly appreciates  the  <yap  of  ver.  14,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  BcKatoL  irapa  6ea>  and  the  ScKaicod'^aovTac  of 
ver.  13,  on  the  other.*  That  he  did  not,  however,  grasp 
the  Argumentum  Velatum  is  sufficiently  clear  both  from 
the  brevity  and  the  wording  of  his  annotation. 

*  As  Baur  and  Pfleiderer  have  equally  failed  to  do.  Baur's  account  of 
the  connexion  of  these  verses  is  to  be  found  in  his  '  Faulus,'  Part  III, 
chap.  II  ('  The  doctrine  of  Justification  ')  Engl.  Trans,  p.  137.  Pfleiderer's 
explanation  of  ver.  14  appears  in  his  'Paulinismus  '  chap.  I  ('Sin  and  the 
Law  ')  Engl.  Trans,  p.  63. 


CHAPTER    in. 

Veese  13  (in  effect)  St.  Paul's  Foundation. 

1.  It  is  nothing  short  of  certain  that  in  the  judgment 
of  the  critic  whose  determinations  are  governed  by  the 
principles  of  scientific  exegesis,  all  considerations,  logical 
lexical  and  grammatical  will  concur  in  demonstrating  the 
correctness  (1)  of  connecting  v.  14,  immediately  or,  as 
Jowett  says,  'closely'  with  ver.  13,  and  (2)  of  making 
the  7ap  of  ver.  14  and  the  verse  itself  sustain  or  prove 
the  double  proposition  of  ver.  13.  It  is  the  natural  and 
obvious  course  to  suppose  that  the  Apostle  designs  to 
establish  and  enforce  what  he  has  just  said  as  to  the 
hearers  and  the  fulfillers  of  the  v6fio<;  with  respect  to 
Justification  ;  li.e.  to  show  how  and  why  it  is  that  within 
the  sphere  of  the  v6fio<;,  not  the  former  but  the  latter  are 
justified  and  just  *  with  God.*  And  this  supposition 
soon  ripens  into  a  clear  and  firm  conviction  when  it 
appears, — as  upon  an  attentive  consideration  of  the 
whole  passage  it  must  appear — that  if  ver.  13  be  not 
accepted  as  the  object  of  the  yap,  another  will  have  to 
be  found.      And  such  an  object  can  only  be  supplied 
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either  by  divorcing  ver.  14  from  ver.  13  and  connecting 
it  with  some  other  proposition  in  the  passage^ — say  ver. 
12  A  j  07',  while  maintaining  the  nexus  of  vv.  13  and 
14,  by  boldly  and  ingeniously  fabricating  an  object  out 
of  ver.  13j  in  the  shape  of  an  idea  connected  somehow 
with  the  verse  and,  as  it  were,  seeming  to  blend  into  it. 
And  this  is  contrived  by  substituting  an  explanation  of 
the  text  for  the  text  itself.  The  first,  however,  of  these 
exegetical  '  ventures  '  is  condemned,  as  we  have  seen  by 
the  inherent  incongruity  of  a  conjectural  connexion 
which  is  far  fetched  in  itself.  The  second  by  the  fact  that 
it  substitutes  the  commentator  for  the  writer  and  a  com- 
mentary for  the  Text.  But  the  yap  always  and  invariably 
connects  passage  with  passage  and  always  (even  when 
called  an  '  explanatory '  yap,  see  Beelen,  sup.)  renders  a 
reason  and  '  makes  good.*  And  neither  preacher  nor 
professor,  neither  expositor,  nor  annotator  can  interpose 
himself  between  the  Author  and  his  reader. 

Considering  then  that  ver.  14  is  certainly  intended  to 
sustain  and  prove  ver.  13,  and  to  show  how  and  why  it  is, 
that  not  the  hearer  but  the  fulfiller  of  the  v6fio<i  is  just 
'  with  God,'  it  is  remarkable  that  the  Apostle  should 
have  had  recourse  to  the  Gentiles ; — remarkable  that  he 
should  betake  himself  to  those  who  have  not  the  v6fio<i, 
in  order  to  establish  a  point  which  relates  exclusively  to 
those  who  are  within  the  sphere  of  the  Law.  For  he  is 
not  here  laying  down  a  general  principle  comprehending 
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the  Gentiles  within  its  range,  (see  De  Wette)  but  pre- 
senting the  true  relation  of  the  v6fio<i  to  Justification 
(according  to  the  declaration  and  mind  of  that  v6fio<i 
itself),*  and,  by  this,  sustaining  the  Bia  vofiov  KptOjjaovTac 
of  ver.  12.  What  have  the  Gentiles,  who  have  not  the 
v6fio<i  to  do  with  the  matter  ?  And  again,  how  does  the 
fact  that  the  Gentiles  when  doing  the  things  of  the 
I/0/A09,  'are  themselves  a  v6fio<i'  make  good  the  previous 
assertion  that  not  the  hearers,  but  the  folfillers  of  the 
Law  are  just  before  God  ?  How  does  the  eairroU  ei<nv 
v6fio<;  prove  the  hiKaLcoOrjaovrai  ?  To  these  questions 
the  discovery  of  the  Argumentum  Velatum  supplies  the 
true  answer,  while,  at  the  same  time,  it  brings  out  in  its 
fulness,  the  skill  and  force  of  the  Apostle^s  reasoning. 
Behind  or  beneath  the  veil  of  personal  action  he  is  deal- 
ing with  things.  What  things?  The  v6fio<;  and  the 
BiKaio<7vvr}  irapa  Oem  and  their  reciprocal  relations.  The 
relation  of  the  Law  to  Justice  as  being  its  depositary, 
manifestation,  documentum :  the  relation  of  Justice  to  the 
Law  as  its  content  and  end.  Reflecting  on  this  relation 
(which  yields  us  the  nature  of  the  v6fio<i)  we  understand. 
how  and  why  it  is  that  not  the  hearers  but  the  fulfillers 
only  of  the  Law  are  justified, — h.e.  just  *  with  God' ; 
we  perceive  how  and  why  it  is  that  the  iavroU  elaiv 
vofw;  of  ver.  14  makes  good  the  SiKaicodjjaovTai  of  ver. 
13.     Then  it  is  that  we  understand  why  the  Gentiles — 

*  o  TTOt'/jfTae;  ai'rd  i^tjatrai  iv  avroii;.     Lev.  xviii.  5. 
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tlie  avofioL, — are  brouglit  forward  at  this  point.  What 
have  they  in  common  with  the  Jews — the  evvo/noi  ? 
Something  they  must  have  in  common,  or  else  why  are 
they  introduced  and  why  is  the  Jew  (whom  the  Apostle 
is  addressing  throughout  the  whole  of  this  chapter), 
here  confronted  with  them  ?  What  is  the  common  point 
upon  which  the  argument  hinges  through  the  r^ap  ?  Not 
the  v6fj,o<i ;  for  the  Gentiles  have  it  not.  Not  the  7rotr}ral 
vojxov,  for  the  iroir^raX  rcov  rov  vo^ov  are  a  distinct  and 
different  class.  What  then  is  that  which  the  former  and 
the  latter  have  in  common  with  each  other  and  which,  at 
the  same  time  makes  the  latter,  themselves  of  themselves 
the  i^o//-o9  ?  Manifestly  the  SiKatoa-vvr]  rrrapa  Oew.  This 
is  '  the  work  of  the  Law  ' — to  epyov  rov  vo/jlov  whether 
a  man  be  aVo/i09  or  6vvo/j,o<i.  This  binds  Jew  with 
Gentile.  This  binds  ver.  14  with  ver.  13.  This  reveals 
the  true  relation,  end  and  nature  of  the  v6fj,o^  and  its  con- 
nexion with  St.  PauFs  theme  of  divine  Justification. 
This  abases  the  proud  and  sinful  and  deluded  Jew  and 
exalts  the  just  and  holy  Gentile.  Justice  not  the  v6/jLo<i 
determines  the  relation  of  man  with  God  in  this  life  and 
his  fate  hereafter.  And  what  justice,  what  righteous- 
ness ?  Intrinsic  righteousness,  with  or  without  the 
accident  of  the  vo/xo'i.  '  Not  the  hearers  of  the  Law  are 
just  with  God,  but  the  doers  of  the  Law  are  (shall  be) 
justified :  For  when  the  Gentiles  who  have  not  the  Law 
by  natave  {(f)vaei), — do  the  justices  of  the  Law,  these,  not 
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'having*  the  Law,  'are/  themselves  the  Law;  inasmuch 
as  they  show  the  work  of  the  Law  written  in  their 
hearts/  This  being  the  true  solution  of  the  reasoning 
of  our  passage  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  ol  iroLTjToi 
vofwv  hiKaiwOrjcTovraL  rests  on  an  actual  not  on  a  hypo- 
thetical basis.  For  the  SiKacocrvvrf  irapa  Oetp  contained 
ia  ver.  13  is  found  in  the  Gentiles,  is  found  historically, 
as  it  were,  and  in  the  concrete  in  ver.  14.  The  oi 
TToirjTal  vofiov  are  not  presented  by  St.  Paul  as  hypo- 
thetical persons,  but  under  the  same  aspect  as  the 
aKpoaral,  h.e.  as  realities.  Moreover  resting  on  an  actual 
basis  and  dealing  with  real  'f adores  Legis,'  ver.  1 3  pro- 
claims with  respect  to  those  who  are  within  the  sphere  of 
the  v6/jbo<;  a  fundamental  and  exceptionless  law.*  To  say 
that  not  the  hearers  but  only  the  doers  of  the  vofMo^; 
shall  be  justified  with  God  is  to  say,  as  to  the  evvofxoi, 
that  the  doers  of  the  v6fio<;  and  these  alone  are  justified 
and  so  saved  in  the  last  Judgment;  is  to  say  that  (1)  the 
fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<;,  and  (2)  justification  with  God  in 
and  through  that  fulfilment  is  not  only  a  possible  and  an 
actual,  but  for  salvation  a  necessary  thing.  See  reasoning 
of  the  whole  passage,  &c.  By  ascertaining,  therefore, 
the  true  logical  connexion  of  the  verses  we  find  that  ver. 
13, — for  the  sake  of  which  ver.  14  is  introduced, — estab- 
lishes with  regard  to  Justification  a  fundamental  system 

*  A  law  gnaranteed  by  that  other  great  law  :  ov  yap  km  TrpoawTroXrjfi- 
if/ia  irapd  Gii^,  Ter.  11. 


58  ON  THE  FOUR   TAP. 

on  an  actual  basis.  The  €vuofio<i, — h.e.  he  who  is  within 
the  sphere  of  the  v6fio<i, — (1)  can  fulfil  the  vofio^ ;  (2)  is 
justified  irapa  Oeo),  is  just  before  God,  with  legal  justice 
(3)  absolutely  must  have  fulfilled  the  v6fjLo<;  in  this  life,* 
if  he  would  be  saved  in  the  next  jf  (4)  will  receive 
eternal  life  in  reward  of  its  fulfilment, — for  "  God  will 
re^ay  every  man  according  to  his  works/' 

These  several  principles  let  the  Extrinsecist  mark  well 
and  bear  in  mind,  for  in  the  day  of  Judgment,  if  we  are 
to  believe  our  Author,  they  will  all  be  presented  under 
the  form  of  matters  of  fact. J  What  then  is  the  place 
and  position  of  this  verse,  and  especially  of  the  second 
half  of  it,  in  the  Argument  and  teaching  of  the  Apostle 
on  Justification, — that  argument  and  teaching  which  he 
enters  upon  in  vv.  16,  17  of  chap.  1  and  opens  with  the 
aphorism  :  o  he  hiKaLO<i  e'/c  7rlcrTeco<;  ^ijaerai  ?  What  place 
does  this  verse  hold  under  that  heading  or  text  of  his  dis- 
course ?  This.  It  gives  St.  Paul's  foundation.  It  is  (in 
effect)  the  foundation  of  that  rudimental  doctrine,  of 
those  bold  outlines  of  Justification  by  Faith  which  occupy 
the  epistle  from  chap.   i.   16,  down  to  the  SiKaLdo6evTe<i 

*  By  having  divine  charity  at  the  last  moment, — if  not  before  :  "  Love  is 
the  fulfilling  of  the  Law." 

f  Saved  at  the  Last  Day  ;  for  cxroi  ev  v6fi({)  i'juaprov  Sid  vojxov  KpiOrj- 
aovrai.  These  words  present  no  '  general'  law  or  principle,  but  a  certain 
fact  of  the  future, — as  certain  as  the  SiKaioKpiaia  tov  Oeov  at  that  Day. 

X  "  Paul  is  undoubtedly  speaking  of  the  Judgment  of  the  World  which 
God  will  cause  to  be  held  by  Christ."  Meyer,  Rom  ii.  5,  6.  See  also 
Pfleiderer  on  the  Last  Judgment.     '  Paulinismus.' 


ST.  PAUL'S  FOUNDATION.  59 

ovp  €K  rrriareayfi  elprjvrjv  e^o/iei/  tt/jo?  rov  deov  Bia  tov 
Kvpiov  Tjfiojv  'It/o-oO  ^picrrov  of  chap.  v.  1.  It  is  the  first 
of  four  great  principia  which  are  successively  unfolded 
by  the  Apostle  in  chaps.  2,  3,  and  4.  Let  the  scientific 
critic,  by  concentrating  his  exegesis  on  these  four 
opening  chapters,  once  grasp  the  mind  of  the  Apostle 
throughout  them,  and  he  must  and  will  possess  the  key 
both  to  Romans  and  Galatians,  with  respect  to  the 
Pauline  system  of  Justification  by  Faith. 

That  we  rightly  term  it  the  'foundation'  (in  efiect)  of 
the  Pauline  doctrine  of  justification  and  the  first  and 
chief  est  of  the  four  princijoia  which  occupy  the  first  four 
chapters  of  this  Epistle,  will  appear  from  these  consi- 
derations: (1)  The  theme  of  the  Apostle  from  vv.  16,  17 
of  chap.  i.  is  Justification,  that  is  to  say.  Justice  and  the 
attainment  of  Justice.  It  is  of  the  gift  of  Justice  that 
he  speaks, — its  bestowal  on  the  part  of  God,  its  acqui- 
sition on  the  part  of  man.  The  hiKaioaovrj  0eov  which 
he  first  introduces  in  v.  1 7,  is  the  condition  of  eternal 
life ;  for  it  is  that  whereby  man  lives  to  God  and  lives 
for  ever.  6  BiKaioi;  ck  Tritrreo)?  ^^aerai.*  It  is  unveiled 
in  the  Gospel,  iv  avrco  airoKaXvirreraL.  It  is  manifested 
in  these  latter  days  '  being  witnessed  by  the  Law  and 

♦  Where  the  SiKaiog  is,  at  the  very  mitset,  nsed  in  that  intrinsic  sense 
which  is  proper  to  it  everywhere  else  in  the  Sacred  Volume  from  end  to 
end,  and  even  wherever  St.  Paul  himself  uses  it.  See  Rom.  ii.  13  ;  iii.  10 
(where  he  substitutes  it  for  the  woiiLv  xP'?<^''o '"'»"«  of  David);  t.  19;. 
vii.  12,  &c.,  &C. 
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the  Prophets/  iii.  21.  It  is  'unto  all  and  upon  all  who 
believe/  v.  22.  It  is  that  Justice  of  God  to  which  the 
Judaisers  (not  the  true  Israel*)  would  not  submit  them- 
selves^ X.  3.  Its  attainment  is  the  i>roximate  end  of  the 
irta-TL'i,  which  is  subordinate  and  subservient  to  it  and 
for  its  sake  exists.  For  were  there  no  need  for  men  to 
be  in  the  state  and  relation  of  hUaio<i  Trapa  dew,  then 
there  would  be  no  call  for  the  Trlari^,  which  is  '  the  be- 
ginning, the  root  and  foundation  of  Justification.'  [As 
in  like  manner  salvation,  acorrjpia  (v.  1 6)  is  the  remote 
end  of  the  irlaTd  which, — through  the  medium  of  the 
SiKacoavvT]  deov, — is  subordinate  and  subservient  to  it, 
and  for  its  sake  exists.]  So  that  in  the  Evangelic 
aphorism,  o  hUaiO'i  i/c  irtareca  l^rjaerai,  the  word  of  chief 
importance  to  the  exegete  is  neither  iria-ri'i  nor  even 
^rjaerat  but  SUaLo^ ;  if  as  seems  certain  this  SUaio^; 
represents,  in  a  personal  connexion  the  same  thing  as 
that  presented  in  the  preceding  StKacoavvr] ;  that  is  to 
say,  if  the  person  here  is  termed  BUaiOf  in  respect  of  his 
enjoying  the  ScKaioavvr)  deov.  Of  chief  importance,  we 
repeat,  for  on  the  one  hand  the  ^rjaeTat  is  not  St.  Paul's 
direct  or  proximate  subject,  and  on  the  other,  the  7ri(Tri<i 
is  certainly  subordinate  to  the  Slkulo';.  But  if  the 
BiKULoavvT]  6eov, — its  bestowal  and  acquisition  be  the 
Apostle's  theme :  if  the  application  and  possession  of 
this  gift  constitutes  the  SiKulcoac^  of  chap.  iv.  25,  and 
*  ri  yap  ;  ii  r'jTriarrjtTav  tIviq,  chap.  iii.  3. 
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the  BiKaiaai^  |o>^  of  chap.  v.  18,— is  it  not  before  all 
things  needful  to  know  what  is  the  nature oi  this  Justice? 
"Would  not  the  circumspect  and  scientific  disciple  of  any 
teacher  of  the  scheme  of  Justification,  of  any  expositor 
of  the  Pauline  Argument  and  system,  interpose  and  ask : 
*  Before  you  proceed  to  tell  me  (1)  by  what  means  this 
Justice  of  life  cannot  be  attained ;  and  (2)  by  what  means 
alone  it  can — that  is  how  Justification  alone  comes ;  and 
(3)   by  what  method  or  order  of  things  it  is  bestowed 
and  acquired— that  is  what  is  the  particular  process   of 
Justification, — explain  to  me,  first  of  all,  what  it  is.     Is 
it,  for  instance,  intrinsic  and  objective,  intrinsic  as  to  man 
objective  as  to  God  {quce  ohjicitur  oculo  Judicis).     Or,  on 
the  contrary,  is  it  an   extrinsic  and   subjective  Justice; 
extrinsic  as  to  man,  subjective  as  to  God  [qncB  subjiciter 
judicio  Vei)  ?*     Tell  me  this,  for  here  is  a  primary  and 
fundamental   question ;  and   the  answer  and  the  know- 
ledge which  that  answer  gives   will  become  the  foun- 
dation of  the  entire  system  of  Justification/     Xow  this 


*  We  would  here  inform  the  reader,  once  for  all,  that  in  speaking  of 
Justification,  we  hare  chosen  to  employ  four  terms  instead  of  tiro.  And 
this  is  a  more  scientific  arrangement  of  terms.  For  since  the  words 
'subjective  '  and  'objective'  are  commonly  speaking  mental  terms,  it  seems 
better  to  employ  them  exclusively  in  a  mental  relation  or  connexion  ; 
otherwise  some  confusion  of  thought  might  arise.  But  the  words  '  intrinsic' 
and  '  extrinsic '  are  here  and  throughout  used  in  a  physical  sense  and 
relation.  Again,  the  former  pair  we  use  purely  in  reference  to  God,  but 
the  latter  purely  in  reference  to  man.  Other  writers — e.g.,  De  Wette, 
Banr,  Jowett,  Pfleiderer,  &c. — use  '  subjective"  and  'objective'  for  'intrinsic' 
and  '  extrinsic '  rest»ectively. 
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knowledge  is  evidently  supplied  in  our  verse :  ov  yap  ol 
aKpoaral  vo/xov  BiKaioi  Trapa  tm  6eco  dW'  ol  irotTjral  vofiov 
hLKaiwOrjaovraL,  For  first  it  is  proved  by  the  Argu- 
mentum  Yelatum  that  this  verse  is  placed  here  on  an 
actual  and  not  on  a  hypothetical  basis.  The  TroiTjral 
vofiov  are  not  hypothetical  or  imaginary  agents^  but 
actual  realities.  Seeing  that  they  virtually  exist  without 
the  vofio'i  (v.  14),  we  know  that  they  formally  exist 
within  the  v6fio<i.  Men  can  certainly  fulfil  the  vo/jlo^, 
because  men  actually  do  fulfil  the  things  of  the  vofiof 
{to,  rod  vojjLov),  and  actually  manifest  the  justice  of  the 
vojjbo'i  [to  epyov  rov  vofiov).^  Causes  which  are  adequate 
to  produce  the  one  7roi7)aL<;  are  adequate  to  the  production 
of  the  other.  And  not  only  man  can  but  must.  For  as 
many  as  have  sinned, — whether  in  or  out  of  the  v6fio<;, — 
shall  be  condemned  (v.  12,  B.)  and  shall  perish  (v.  12,  A.) 
in  the  day  of  Retribution.  Secondly,  there  is, — and  from 
the  days  of  Adam  there  ever  was, — but  one  Justification 


*  Hence  we  see  that  according  to  the  mind  of  the  Law  and  the  Law- 
giver 'perfect'  fulfilment  is  not  required  {opp.  Luther,  Melancthon,  Calvin, 
and  all  other  Extrinsecists),  but  only  a  fulfilment  adequate  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Lawgiver  and  the  Law, — adequate  to  the  Zfjaerai  of  the  legal 
aphorism  and  to  the  Siicaiog  Trapd  Qtif  of  the  Apostle.  '  God  does  not 
require  impossibilities.'  Therefore  (1)  the  Jew  could  fulfil  the  Law,  for  God 
commanded  him  to  '  keep'  it.  Therefore  (2)  He  was  not  required  to  fulfil  it 
'  perfectly,'  for  that  would  have  been  impossible,  for  man  is  not  a  perfect 
agent,  and  '  God  does  not  require,'  &c.  In  building  on  a  required  '  perfect  * 
fulfilment  ('  nulla  est  justitia  nisi  perfecta  et  absoluta'  Calvin),  the  Reformers 
and  all  Extrinsecists  are  building  on  an  artificial  basis  by  establishing  a 
standard  unknown  alike  to  the  Law  and  to  St.  Paul. 
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of  Life  {BiKaia)<n<;  ^torj'i).  There  is  de  facto  only  one 
such  Justification.  And  this  one  Justification  is  the  one 
which  St.  Paul  upholds  and  unfolds  in  Eomans  and 
Galatians.  It  is,  with  adults,  the  Justification  by  Faith, 
— ix  TTLa-reco'i,  and  Bia  Trio-rew?.  It  is  the  Justification  with 
a  Justice  by  which  alone  a  man  is  BtKaLo<i  irapa  6ea>. 
"On  8e  vofiqy  ouSet?  BcKaiovrai,  irapa  rm  Oeo)  BrjfKov,  says 
St.  Paul,  Gal.  iii.  2.  Why  BijXov  ?  Because  it  is  by  the 
Justice  which  is  *  of  Faith,'  and  that  Justice  alone  that  a 
man  is  just  'with  God,'  (deo  judice).  His  reason  is 
OTt  6  BiKaco<;  Ik  iriaTeoi^  ^ijaerai  {ih.).  Again  he  says, 
Gral.  ii.  16,  ov  BiKaiovrat  {h.e.  ov  BtKaiovrac  irapa  rm  Oeo)) 
dvOpcoTTO^  i^  epycov  vofiov  iav  fir]  Bia  TTicrTeco^  ^Irjaov 
l^pia-Tov.  Now  let  the  critical  student  of  v.  13; — consi- 
dering closely  these  things  and  these  passages, — with 
insight  mark. 

If  there  be  but  one  de-facto  Justification ;  but  one  in 
which  a  man  is  rendered  BiKaia  rrapa  Oem; — (for  both 
the  Trapa  6 em  of  Rom.  ii.  13  and  the  irapa  6 eat  of  Gala- 
tians iii.  2,  indicate  a  BiKaiocrvvT]  ^0)^9,  as  both  the  term 
itself  assures  us  and  as  the  argument  of  each  passage 
text  and  context  conclusively  demonstrates)  then  the 
very  Justification  presented  in  our  passage  (Rom.  ii.) 
must, — not  may  but  must, — be  that  one  and  nothing  else. 
For  first  the  Justification  of  our  passage  is  itself,  as  it  is 
plain  to  see,  a  de  facto  Justification  '  of  life.'  We  have 
it  possible,  actual,  necessary.    It  is  (2)  moreover  a  Justice 
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which  by  the  very  force  of  the  reasoning  {ov  yap  .  .  , 
aXXa  V.  13)  is  absolutely  opposed  to  and  excludes  the 
rjixaprov, — preventing  it  from  entering  in  to  destroy 
saving  relations  here  and  salvation  hereafter, — the  very 
thing  which  divine  Justification  confessedly  has  to  do. 
What  necessarily  follows  ?  That  the  legal  Justification 
here  presented  by  several  most  positive,  clear  and  solemn 
assertions  in  a  chain  of  reasoning  (from  v.  3  onwards) 
which  connects,  explains  and  enforces  them,  is  identical 
with  that  Justice  and  Justification  which  is  '  of  God  '  and 
'  of  Faith^ — the  StKatocrvvT}  $eov  e/c  7rLcrr€(o<;.  Also  that 
the  legal  justice  here  presented  is  the  '  actual '  form  of  that 
BiKaioavvT]  6eov  which  is  the  Apostle's  theme,  and  from 
which  alone  the  SLKacocrvvrj  irapa  Oew  can  be  derived. 
What  further  follows  ?  That  the  Justice  and  Justification 
which  St.  Paul  is  upholding;  which  in  chaps,  i.  and  iii. 
he  is  deriving  from  the  Tr/o-rt?  and  from  6e6<i  and  which 
in  chap.  ii.  he  is  opposing  to  the  rjixaprov — the  precise 
opposite  of  Justification — and  sealing  with  the  irapa  Oe<p 
and  which  in  all  three  chapters  he  is  crowning  with  the 
^/jaerai,  is  intrinsic  Justice  and  Justification.  For  the 
actual  or  active  exhibition  of  that  Justice  is  formally  or 
virtually,  legal  justice  or  righteousness.  Whatever  re- 
mains of  the  SbKaiocrvvT}  Oeov  lies  beneath  this  actual  final 
'  phase '  of  justice — the  Trolrjaci  vojjlov  or  the  Trow^crt?  tcov 
Tov  vofMov, — and  is  (/3)  the  habitual  justice,  and  (a)  lastly 
the  fundamental  gift  or  virtue,  the  Trvevixa  BiKaioavv7}<i  or 
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the  TTvevfxa  ^coottoiovv.  From  this  the  habitual  and, 
(through  it,)  the  actual  justice  are  radically  derived, 
and  this  itself  is  the  Grace  of  God's  Holy  Spirit  in  the 
soul,  the  free  gift  of  God  to  those  who  believe :  BiKaiocrvpr] 
6eov  8ia  TTiaTCco'i  ^pcarov  et?  irdvra^  koX  iirl  Trai/ra?  Tov<i 
inarevovrafi.  Compare  y.  5  and  viii.  4.  These  three 
elements,  presenting  as  many  '  phases,'  so  to  speak,  com- 
prise together  the  whole  of  that  SiKaioavvij  Oeov  which 
St.  Paul  preaches :  to  wit  (1)  the  irvev^xa  ScKacoo'vvrj'i 
or  fundamental  power  or  virtue,  (2)  Habitual  justice, 
(3)  Actual  justice.  This  is  all  the  SiKaioavvr]  6eov, — in 
which  St.  Paul  sees  cause  in  effect  and  effect  in  cause, 
the  TTvevfia  in  the  habitual  and  actual  justice  and  these 
again  in  the  Trvev/ia.  And  it  is,  in  the  first  place,  wholly 
intrinsic,  all  of  it  without  any  exception.  In  the  second 
it  is,  in  its  actual  '  phase,'  legal  righteousness  or  justice  : 
formally  legal  of  the  j/o/ito?  during  the  period  of  the 
v6fio<i  (which  was  born  on  Mount  Sinai  and  died 
on  Mount  Calvary  and  embraced  Jews  and  proselytes), 
virtually  legal  with  all  who,  whether  before  or  during  or 
since  the  v6/jLo<i,  have  been  placed  by  God  %a)/jt?  vofiov. 
In  the  third  place  this  SLKaioavvr)  Oeov  if  once  proved 
intrinsic  is  proved  so  from  first  to  last ;  from  Adam  and 
Abel  to  ourselves.  Once  intrinsic  always  intrinsic.  The 
justification  of  Abel  is  our  justification :  ("A/9eX.  toO 
BiKULov.  Matt,  xxiii.  35,  comp.  Heb.  xi.  4.)  We  repeat 
the  argument  of  identification.     There  is  but  one  de  facto 
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Justification  and  Justice  '  of  life '  and  '  with  God/  can- 
celling sin  and  procuring  eternal  life.  But  the  Justice 
and  Justification  of  our  Passage  is  (1)  de  facto,  and  is 
(2)  a  BLKatocrvvT]  Trapa  Oew  and  a  SiKaioavvr]  ^corj<;, — the 
rjixaprov  being  cast  out.  (vv.  12,  13,  arg.)  Therefore  it  is 
that  one.  But  that  one  is  (with  adults)*  e/c  TrLarewi. 
Therefore  this  one  is  e'/c  Tria-rew^,  &c.  If  I  am  certainly 
informed  that  path  x  and  it  alone  leads  to  the  city  of 
God,  and  I  see  hefore  me  a  path  manifestly  reaching  there, 
I  know  for  certain  that  the  path  I  see  is  the  path  of 
which  I  have  been  told.  The  answer,  therefore,  to  the 
inquiry  vid.  sup.  whether  the  Justice  and  Justification 
which  the  Apostle  teaches  is  intrinsic  and,  (to  God) 
objective  or  extrinsic  and,  (with  God)  subjective  is  given 
in  the  identification  of  the  Justification  of  our  Passage 
and  the  whole  of  chapter  ii,  with  the  Justification  of  the 
Evangelic  Aphorism  (chap.  i.  17),  and  of  chapters  iii. 
and  iv.  and  of  chapters  ii.  iii.  and  iv.  of  Galatians.  The 
Pauline  system  then  is  a  system  of  intrinsic  and  purely 
intrinsic  Justice,  &c.  Demonstrably  so.  For  reject  the 
identity  which  has  been  above  established  and  you  neces- 
sitate a  perfect  and  insoluble  self-contradictionf  on  the 

*  With  adults  who  have  not  been  previously  justified ;  h.e.  justified  by 
the  diKuioavi'T)  Qtov  in  infancy.  The  justice  of  those  justified  in  infancy  is 
not  a  SiKaioavvt]  sk  viareios — though  the  same  justice. 

t  Let  the  reader  consult  Pfleiderer  ('  Paulinism,'  Vol.  I.  pp.  77,  78,  266, 
267)  and  Farrar  (Life  and  Work  of  St.  Paul,  Vol.  IL  pp.  200,  201,  229, 
230,  231  £f.)  on  the  Justice  and  Justification  of  this  second  chapter  of 
Romans— which  they,  with  others,  wish  to  identify  with  the  tpya  vo/xov  of 
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Apostle's  part  developed  to  the  extent  of  forty  verses. 
A  self-contradiction  or  rather  self -refutation  such  as  no 
explanation,  however  subtle  on  the  score  of  'antinomy' 
or  doctrinal  aberration,  will  ever  avail  to  render  endurable. 
For  so  we  should  have  an  altogether  inadmissible  oppo- 
sition. We  should  have  advanced  in  the  same  subject 
and  the  same  train  of  argument,  two  systems  wtich 
necessarily  exclude  each  other.  For,  positively,  the 
raison  d'etre  of  the  one  is  the  impossibility  of  the  other. 
This  is  by  no  means  the  apparent  contradiction  of  an 
'  antinomy'  but  a  logical  self-contradiction  in  the  domain 
of  logic.  Moreover  it  is  not  only  quite  intolerable,  but 
quite  needless  to  boot.  For  the  whole  confusion  and 
mischief  arise  from  the  importation  of  that  '  Imputative 
Justice'  which  is  Luther's  gloss  on  the  Pauline  SiKaioavvrj 
Oeov,  and  which  rests  on  not  one  single  sound  basis  either 
in  Romans  or  Galatians  or  anywhere  else.  Least  of  all 
upon  the  e'^'  o5  Trai/re?  rj/iapTov  of  chap.  v.  12.* 

Romans  and  Galatians.  Of  which  tpya  rdfiov  the  Apostle  says  (1)  that 
they  are  no  justice  before  God  (ivotiriov  aiirov,  Rom.  iii.  20),  and  do  not 
exclude  and  banish  sin,  and  avoXua  from  the  soul  (ib.),  and  (2)  which, 
when  speaking  of  the  attainment  of  justice  (which  he  is  not  doing  in 
w.  2  and  10  of  chap,  ii.),  he  always  and  everywhere  absolutely  opposes  to 
the  SiKaioavvt]  iriaTewQ  {=  Oiov  =z!^toijg),  so  that  they  absolutely  exclude 
each  other  in  the  matter  of  Justification.  Observe  that  the  Justice,  &c.,  of 
our  Chapter,  which  is  de-facto,  must  be  identified  either  with  the  tpya 
vofiov,  or  with  the  SiKaioovvri  9tov.    There  is  no  tertium  quid. 

*  It  is  in  the  Lutheran  Gloss,  and  not  in  the  Pauline  text,  that  we  have 
what  Pfleiderer  calls  •'  the  wholly  original  idea  of  righteousness  by  Faith  " 
('  Paulinism,'  Vol.  I).  The  Apostle's  diKoioavvt]  Oiov  and  cik.  rrapd  9itp 
was  a  very  different  thing,  and  not  at  all  original.     It  was  '  witnessed 

5  * 
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At  this  point  of  his  commentary  on  Romans  Melanc- 
thon  writes  :  "  Hsec  descriptio  est  justitia  Legis."  '  Here 
we  have  the  righteousness  of  the  Law/*  Most  true. 
The  righteousness  presented  in  ver.  13,  and  previously 
from  ver.  6  is,  virtually  or  formally,  the  justice  of  the 
vo^o^.  Here  Melancthon  speaks  for  all  Exegetes  and 
Theologians,  Intrinsicist  and  Extrinsicist,  Catholic  and 
Protestant.  Moreover  in  this  and  in  the  preceding  verses 
we  have,  as  he  rightly  says  and  as  all  will  say,  ih.Q  jphrasis 
legis — the  language  of  the  Law.  But  what  if  this 
'justitia  legis' be  itself  the  'justitia  fidei'  in  its  actual 
form  and  final  '  phase,' — remainder  lying  beneath  in  the 
soul  ?  What  are  we  to  say  in  this  case  to  the  latter  part 
of  Melancthon's  sentence  :  ''  Quae  nihil  impedit  alia  dicta 
de  justitia  fidei''?  Nothing  less  than  that  the  'justitia 
legis'  of  this  passage  and  this  whole  chapter  utterly  and 
on  the  very  threshold  of  the  Apostolic  argument  and 
doctrine  excludes  the  '  justitia  fidei '  of  the  Reformation. 
For  Melancthon,  following  Luther  and  accompanied  by 
Calvin,  opposes  with  a  fundamental  antithesis  the  'justitia 
fidei'  to  the  'justitia  legis.'  With  his  master  he  con- 
ceives of  the  former  as  of  a  thing  essentially  different 
from  the  latter  and  incompatible  with  it  in  the  matter  of 

by  the  Law  and  the  Prophets.'  Adam,  Abel,  Enoch,  Noah,  Job,  Mel- 
chisedec,  Abraham,  Moses,  David,  Simeon,  Zacharias,  all  enjoyed  both  the 
idea  and  the  thing.  On  the  other  hand  the  German  Reformer  was  truly 
'  original.'  He  made  Protestantism,  and  his  originality  made  him.  For 
some  remarks  on  Rom.  v.  12,  see  Appendix. 
*  Melancthon,  Rom.  ii.  6  ff. 
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Justification.  He  fixes  a  great  gulf  between  the  Justifi- 
cation of  Christ  and  the  justice  of  the  v6^io<;.  He  casts 
out  the  latter  absolutely.  Not  'secundum  quid'  but 
absolutely.  He  upholds  extrinsic  and  subjective*  Justice 
and  Justification  as  the  Justification  of  Man.  He  sets  it 
forth  logically  in  opposition  to^  and  doctrinally  to  the 
exclusion  of,  intrinsic  and  objective  Justice  and  Justifi- 
cation.t  And  he  says,  "  nihil  impedit "  and  again  "  nihil 
prorsus  impedit/'because  (1)  he  places  ver.  13  on  a 
hypothetical  basis  ;|  because  (2)  he  fundamentally  assumes 
the  fulfilment  of  the  vofio^ — according  to  the  mind  of  the 
v6fj,o<i, — to  be  impossible ;  because  (3)  on  the  ground  of 
certain  things  said  by  the  Apostle  in  chaps,  i.  iii.  and  iv. 
he  divorces  justification  altogether  from  the  1/0/109,  and 
maintains  that  man  is  by  no  means  justified  with  God  in 
its  fulfilment : — thereby  affirming  that  obedience  {h.e.  the 
TToiT/crt?  vofiov,  which  according  to  him  is  represented  by 
the  epya  vofiov  of  chap.  iii.  and  of  Galatians  and  the  ep^a 
of  chap,  iv.)  is  no  part  of  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Justitia  Fidei, — the  '  righteousness  of  Faith/ 

*  Subjective  Justice — h.e.  a  Siicaioavvri — a  state  or  relation  of  being 
just  with  God — springing  from  God's  subjective  and  ex  orWfrio  view  of 
the  soul. 

t  Objective  Justice — h.e.  a  SiKatoavvr]  which  God,  who  has  placed  it 
there,  beholds  in  the  soul.     '  Objicitur  oculo  Judicis.' 

X  So  at  least  with  Meyer  we  understand  him  to  do.  But  if  he  accepts  it 
as  real,  and  Farrar  seems  to  us  so  to  understand  him,  then  he  neither 
appreciated  the  SiKaioi  Trapd  9i<p  nor  the  SiKanoOijffovrai  which  repeats 
it,  nor  penetrated  the  argument  of  the  passage  either  before  the  verse  or 
after. 
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Now  we  would  have  the  scientific   critic  attentively 
consider  this  Passage  of  the  four  yap,  first  in  itself,  and 
then  in  connexion  with  all  that  precedes  and  all  that 
follows  it  in  this  chapter,  and  ask  himself  what  is  the 
value  of  the  extrinsic  system  of  Justification, — the  system 
that  is  of  Luther,  of  Melancthon,  of  Calvin,  of  Chemnitz, 
of  Beza,  of  Knox  and  of  Cranmer,  to   say  nothing  of  its 
adherents  in  our  own  and  the  intervening  centuries, — 
when  closely  tested  by  the  standard  of  the  Pauline  text 
before  him  ?     What  sort  of  doctrine  is  that  which  is  built 
on  the  denial  of  two  demonstrated  truths  ?    Or,  to  put  the 
point  scientifically ;  what  sort  of  theory  or  system  is  that 
which  exists   and  can  only  exist  by  the  assumed  non- 
existence of  two,  not  merely  apparent,  but  manifest  and 
undeniable  facts  ?     The  words   ol  TroiijTal  vofiov  StKatco- 
drjaovrai,  show,  both  of  themselves   and  by  their  logical 
lexical  and  grammatical   connexion  with  both  the  pre- 
ceding and  the  following  verses,  that  the  fulfillers  of  the 
v6fio<;  are  by  no  means  hypothetical  persons  but  realities, 
as   much  so  as  the  aKpoaral  with  whom  they  are  con- 
trasted,— making  it  evident  that  man  can  fulfil  the  vofxo^ 
%ip   to   the  point  of  being  SiKai,o<i  irapa  Oew.     Again  they 
show  that  these  iroirjTal  vofxov  are   (and  shall  be  as  a 
matter  of  fact)  just  and  justified  with  God.     These  two 
points  are  proved  beyond  a  doubt  by  the  application  of 
the  Argumentum  Velatum  which  discovers  the  true  con- 
nexion of  our  verses.     But  the  extrinsic  system,  which 
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is  the  system  of  the  Reformation  (and  the  modern 
*  Evangelical*  system  also),  is  constituted  on  the  basis  of 
the  two  opposite  points,  viz.  :  (1)  that  no  man  fulfils  or 
can  fulfil  the  vofio^,  and  that  all  men  are,  and  to  their 
death  remain,  more  or  less  transgressors  [irapa^dTrj^;  opp. 
7ron]Trj<;  vofiov :  afiaprcoXol  opp.  SUatoi) :  That  (2)  in  the 
fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<;  no  man  is  or  ever  was  just  '  with 
God.*  On  this  double  basis  the  Reformed  system  of 
Justification — the  scheme  of  the  Justitia  Fidei,  as  opposed 
to  the  Justitia  Legis,  is  reared.  How  clear  it  is,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  if  intrinsic  Justice  is  established  at  the 
outset  and  on  the  threshold  of  St.  PauFs  teaching, — the 
SiKato<;  of  the  Evangelic  aphorism  being  purely  intrinsic, 
— the  plain  evidence  of  its  existence  destroys  the  ratio, 
the  double  raison  d'etre  of  Extrinsicism.  And  how  clear 
it  is  too  that  the  iroir^cn'i  vofiov,  presented  no  less  than 
six  times  in  chap,  ii.  so  far  from  being  identical  with  the 
epja  vo/jLov  of  chap.  iii.  and  of  Galatians,  and  of  chap.  iv. 
is  opposed  to  them  with  that  very  same  opposition  with 
which  the  BiKaioavvr}  ix  Triarea)^  is  opposed  to  them, 
being  in  fact  itself  identical  with  this  BtKaioavvr).  So 
that  we  have  a  Justitia  Legis  (gen.  objecti)  and  a  Justitia 
Legis  {gen.  suhjecti,  gen.  originis).  (1)  a  law-fulfilling 
righteousness,  and  (2)  a  law-produced  or  law-begotten 
righteousness :  the  7roir]cri<;  vo/jlov  and  the  epya  v6p,ov. 
Of  which  the  first  is  impossible  without  the  gift  of 
the  SiKaioavvr)  6eov,  for  the  Law  cannot  itself  get  itself 
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fulfilled;  the  second  constitutes  no  justice  and  justifi- 
cation before  God,  Rom.  iii.  20.  The  overlooking  of  this 
important  '  division'  of  legal  justice  is  a  fundamental  and 
fatal  flaw  in  the  extrinsic  system.  For  if  the  Justitia 
Fidei  be  identical  with  the  Justitia  Legis  the  double 
raison  d'etre  of  Extrinsicism  is  eSaced.  What  then 
becomes  of  the  famous  'Justitia  Fidei ^  of  the  Refor- 
mation, of  Evangelicalism,  of  Rationalism  ?  e^eKXetaOr}. 
KarijpyrjTat.  It  is  anticipated,  excluded,  abolished,  as  a 
superfluous  proposition  or  an  idle  invention. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

The    Foue   Petncipia. 

In  the  double  proposition  then  of  ver.  13  (for  both 
should  be  taken  together)  we  have  given  us_,  whether  of 
set  purpose  or  incidentally,  the  foundation  of  the  Pauline 
doctrine  of  Justification  and  Salvation,  and  the  first  of 
those  four  '  principia' — as  we  have  termed  the  positions, 
— with  which  the  commencing  chapters  of  Romans  are 
occupied.  Taken  together  they  constitute  the  unfolding 
of  the  aphorism  from  Habacuc :  6  BtKato<i  iK  Trwrrew? 
^rjcrerat,  which  forms  the  Apostle's  text  or  heading.  In 
the  next  place  this  foundation  is  to  be  referred  especially 
to  the  BUato<i  of  the  aphorism.  It  serves  to  determine 
the  import  of  the  term, — the  nature  of  the  thing  denoted 
by  it.  And  the  same  remark  applies  to  the  substantive 
BiKaioa-vvrj  immediately  preceding, — which  the  adjective 
reflects,  and  as  it  were,  reproduces.  For  it  indicates  the 
same  righteousness.  In  the  BUaia  we  have  justice  in  a 
personal  aspect  or  connexion.  In  the  BiKatoavvi]  we  have 
justice,  or  righteousness,  in  itself.     In  the  BiKaioydijaovrat, 
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we  have  justice  viewed  in  its  state  of  application ;  justice 
possessed ;  justice  moreover,  in  its  actual  form,  which  is 
its  final  phase  and  consummation,  or  actual  conformity  to 
the  will  of  God.  So  that  the  SiKaioavvij  Oeov  of  chap.  i.  17, 
and  the  hiKato<i  e/c  Tria-reo)^  of  the  aphorism  denote  a 
justice  which  is,  as  regards  man,  wholly  intrinsic,  and  as 
regards  God,  purely  objective.  Now  it  is  in  this  sense, 
and  in  this  sense  only,  that  we  call  ver.  13  the  'foun- 
dation' of  St. Paul's  fundamental  doctrine  of  Justification; 
namely,  that  it  determines,  once  for  all,  the  Pauline  con- 
ception of  Justice  and  Justification.  It  manifests  the 
intrinsic  nature  of  the  one  thing  presented  under  the  three 
forms  of  St/cato9,  BcKaLoavvr)  and  hiKaiovv  (or  hLKaiovo-dai). 
Let  us  not  be  understood  to  mean  that  the  v6iJbo<i  is  the 
foundation  of  Justification.  Quite  the  contrary.  The 
v6fio<i  was  adventitious — was  transitory.  But  Justification 
by  faith,  normal  and  for  all  time.  It  was  before  the  z/o/x.09 
(see  chap,  iv.),  and  it  was  after  the  v6fio<i  (see  chap.  iii.). 
Indeed  it  was  the  grand  object  of  the  Apostle  in  Galatians 
to  free  Justice  from  the  v6fio<i.  No :  we  call  this  verse 
the  foundation  of  the  Pauline  doctrine,  inasmuch  as  by  it 
— ^before  telling  us  (1)  how  Justification  is  not  derived, 
and  (2)  how  it  is  derived,  and  (3)  what  is  the  precise 
mode  of  its  attainment, — the  Apostle  informs  us  by 
explicit  and  implicit  teaching  in  what  it  consists.  Thus 
our  passage  and  the  entire  chapter  serve  to  unfold  the 
true  nature  of  the  BiKaio^  of  the  Evangelic  aphorism, — 


TEE  FOUR  PRINCIPIA.  75 

whicli  we  find  once  in  Romans  and  once  in  Gralatians,* 
and  in  whicli  St.  Paul  uses  the  8ikcuo<;  in  the  same  usual 
and  proper  intrinsic  sense  that  it  holds  everywhere  else, 
from  Genesis  to  Revelation.     Such  then  being  the  first 
of  the  four  Principia,  what  are  the  other  three?     We 
have  already  sufficiently  indicated  them.     The  second  is 
given  in  the  words :  Siorc  i^  epycov  vofiov  ov  SiKaicoOrjaerai 
Trdaa  aap^  ivcoTTtov  avTov.    Justification  before  God  is  not 
to  be  derived  i^  epycov  vofiov, — nor  yet  i^  epycov  without 
the  v6fjLo<;  chap.  iv.  ver.  1.     This  principle  is  absolute  and 
universal.     There  is  no  exception  to  be  found  or  sought 
for.     The  third  is  given  in  the  words :  Xoyi^ofieda  ovv 
iricrrei,  ZiKacovaOaL  avOpoairov  %<»pt9  epycov  vofiov  (iii.  28). 
Justification    (in   the   case  of  moral   adults)    is    (to   be) 
derived  from  Faith  and  is  only  to  be  derived  from  Faith. 
This  position  too  is  absolute  and  knows  no  exception,  as 
we  learn  both   from   the    aphorism   itself   (see   Winer, 
Gal.  iii.  11)  and  from  several  passages  in  Galatians.     The 
last  of  the   four   *  Principia '   we   have   in   the   words  : 
eirUrreva-e   he   A^paafi   tS    6eS   koX    eKoyurdi]    avrm   et? 
ScKacoavvrjv — as  explained  by  the  Apostle  in  chap.  iv. 
The  method  of  the  attainment  of  Justification  is  through 
the  intervention  or  medium  of  a  \oytafib<;  Kara  ^(apLv. 
And  as  it  was  with  Abraham  so  it  is  with  all,  iv.  24,  25. 
Then   follow   the   words    BcKacQ)6evTe<i    ovv    Ik    iriarea)'; 
eipijvijv  €'X,ofJ>ev  Trpo?  rbv  6eov  Sia  rod  Kvpiov  rjfioiv  It/o-oO 
*  Once  in  Habacuc  and  once  in  Hebrews. 
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XpLarov.  Here  there  is  a  pause  and  a  division ;  for  the 
TTiart^  does  not  reappear  for  several  chapters.  This  then 
is  the  order  of  the  Pauline  Argument.  (1)  The  just 
from  Faith  shall  live  :  (2)  Within  the  sphere  of  the  v6/jio<; 
not  the  hearer  but  the  doer  of  the  v6fMo<;  shall  be  just 
with  God :  (3)  Out  of  the  '  works^  of  the  v6fio<;  {epycov 
i/o/ioy,  =La'w-begotten  justice)  not  a  soul  of  unregenerate 
man  {=aap^)  shall  be  rendered  just :  (4)  Without  the 
'  works^  of  the  v6fxo<i  and  only  by  Faith  is  man  rendered 
just  :*  (5)  Abraham  believed  God  and  it  was  reckoned  to 
him  unto  Justice — by  a  Xojta/j,o<i  Kara  %a/3ti' — a  gracious 
reckoning  of  award,  the  ScKaioavvr)  here  (chap,  iv.)  being 
the  very  justice  by  the  acquisition  of  which,  through  the 
free  gift  and  gracious  XoyLo-fio^  of  God,  his  justification 
was  constituted. 

*  Is  only  justified  by  Faith — not  is  justified  by  Faith  only.     See  Gal.  ii. 
16,  in  which  Meyer  is  wrong,  and  Winer,  Ellicott,  and  Lightfoot  are  right. 


CHAPTER  V. 

The   Seven   Points. 

Point  1. — ol  irotr^ToX  vofiov  ScKatcoOycropTai,. — Ver.  13. 

Returning  now  to  the  first  of  these  four  Principia, — 
or  St.  Paul's  foundation, — we  will  consider  some  points 
out  of  which  difficulties  or  objections  might  arise.  In 
the  first  place  the  SiKai(oOi](rovTai,  here  introduced  for 
the  first  time  in  the  Epistle  is  the  same  BiKacovaOai  (1) 
in  relation  to  God,  (2)  to  sin,  and  (3)  to  Life  and  Salva- 
tion as  the  BiKaiai0i]a€Tac  ivtoTriov  avrov  of  chap.  iii.  20, 
which  occurs  in  the  second  of  the  positions  or  '  priucipia' 
of  Justification ;  is  the  same  hiK.  as  the  BiKULov/jLevoL 
Zaypeav  rrj  avrov  ■)(apirt  (ver.  24)  and  the  iria-rei, 
SiKaiovadai  (ver.  28)  which  occur  in  the  third  of  the 
'  principia  ;'  and  is  the  same  Blk.  as  the  i8tKaiQ>dr)  of  chap, 
iv.  2,  and  the  8tKaia)6evTe<i  ovv  e/c  Tria-rea)^  of  chap.  v.  1, 
which  occur  in  the  last  of  the  '  principia '  and  at  a  sort 
of  conclusion  of  the  outlines  of  the  Pauline  doctrine. 
In  other  words  the  Justification  here  intended  is  the 
true  valid  and  salutary   Justification    of  the  Evangelic 
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aphorism,  chap.  i.  17.  Franzelin  says  of  this  first 
hiKatwOrjaovTai :  '  Qualis  justificatio  hie  intelligenda  sit 
non  est  undequaque  liquidum.*  Nay;  but  it  is  made 
manifest,  by  every  test  which  it  is  needful  to  apply,  that 
the  word,  in  this  connexion,  conveys  implicitly  and 
explicitly  the  very  justification  which  the  Apostle  is 
everywhere  upholding  for  the  salvation  of  all  whether 
Jew  or  Gentile,  whether  in  '  Romans '  or  *  Galatians/f 
First  the  verb  itself  used  absolute  means  justification  '  of 
life '  in  this  place  as  much  as  it  does  in  every  other  place 
where  the  Apostle  uses  it  absolute ;  and  where  without 
one  single  exception  in  either  of  our  Epistles,  it  signifies 
justification  '  of  life,'  or  salutary  justification. 

And  this  holds  good  even  should  we,  with  a  double 
incorrectness,  put  a  '  forensic  '  sense  on  the  verb  and 
participle,  active  and  passive,  wherever  they  occur. 

Secondly  the  finality  and  in-salutem  force  of  the  word 
in  this  passage  is  proved  by  the  m-apa  Oeat  which 
evidently  belongs  to  the  verb  as  to  the  preceding  adjec- 
tive and  which  is  no  accidental  or  indiSerent,  but  an 
essential  and  very  definite  term  of  quahfication.J  For 
how  much  the  Apostle  means  by  the  phrase  StKacovadai 


*  Franzelin, '  De  Deo  Uno  secundum  Naturam,'  chap.  i.  Thesis  3,  note  : 
where  he  adds,  with  perfect  truth,  the  words  :  '  Sed  clarum  ^rorsus  est 
sermonem  esse  unice  de  Judaeis  qui  acceperunt  Legem  {tov  vofiov)' 

f  Franzelin  himself  holds  this  to  be  the  most  probable  meaning,  p.  73. 

%  The  irapd  (ry)  Qt(^  means  Deo  Judice,  and  the  SiKaiog  is  an  intrinsic 
SiKaios,  and  objective  to  God  {opp.  Meyer),  like  the  diKaiog  of  iii.  10. 
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napa  6ea>  is  plain  from  Galatians  iii.  11  :  OTt,  he  iv  vofia 
ovSei<;  Si/caiovrat,  irapa  tc5  Bern  SrjXov.  on  6  8iKaio<;  ex 
TTLarecoii  l^rjcreraL ; — where  the  argument  manifests  two 
things ;  first  that  the  8iKaiova-0at  irapa  6 eat  is  equivalent 
to  the  8iKaiova-0at  elf  ^(arjv  and  secondly  that  the  only 
SiKaiovaOai  irapa  6eS  that  there  is  for  '  man/  is  in 
the  SiKaioavvT)  TrwrTew?.  For  the  Apostle  says,  not 
many  verses  before,  ov  SiKaiovTat  avOpwiro^  (h.e.  Sck. 
irapa  6eu>  or  ivcoiriov  deov  Rom.  iii.  20),  ef  epycov  vofMov  iav 
fMT}  Sia  irL(TTe(ii<i  I.  X.,  Gal.  ii.  16.  From  which  comparison 
it  becomes  clear  that  the  SUaio<;,  the  SiKaioavvrj,  and  the 
SiKaiovadaL  irapa  Oeat  are  one  and  the  same  thing  with 
the  BiKaco<i  the  StKacoa-vvTj  and  the  BiKaiovadat  which, 
with  adults,  involve  both  the  iriarL<i  and  the  ^ijaerai. 

Moreover  the  Sik.  ivcoiriov  avrov  Rom.  iii.  20,  is  one 
with  the  Blk.  irapa  tcS  $e^  of  Galatians  iii.  11,  and  with 
the  8tK.  {absol.)  of  Galatians  ii.  16,  since  ivcoircov  deov 
and  irapa  Oeat  are  of  precisely  the  same  force*  in  this 
connexion  both  signifying  'justified'  according  to  the 
standard  of  God's  judgment.  Therefore  the  8ik.  irapa 
Beat  of  our  passage  and  the  8ik.  ipQ)7riov  Oeov  of  iii.  20, 
alike  denote  a  justification  (1)  of  life  (2)  unto  life 
eternal  and  (3)  one  which  shuts  out  the  d/xapTia.-f    Com- 

*  Ganz  gleich.,  Meyer.     Baur  and  Usteri  are  to  the  same  effect. 

t  That  the  iiKaiog  irapa.  9 tip  of  ver.  13  is  a  '  phrasis  suprema'  of  St. 
Paul  is  trebly  proved  :  by  its  connexion  (1)  with  the  Knatrai.  of  the  vouoq, 
(2)  with  Rom.  iii.  20,  and  Gal.  iii.  11,  (3)  with  the  argument  of  our  Passage, 
and  what  precedes  it.    It  only  occurs  twice— Rom.  ii.  13,  and  Gal.  iii.  11. 
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pare  vv.  12,  13,  with  chap.  iii.  20,  especially  the  rj^aprov 
of  the  former  with  the  dfiapria  of  the  latter.  Great 
therefore  is  the  force  and  effect  of  the  irapa  Oeov  of  our 
passage.  Indeed  it  is  only  from  the  ScKacoavvrj  Oeov  that 
the  SLKaLoavvT)  vrapa  deS  can  possibly  spring  as  the  vvvl 
8e  %ft)/3i9  vofiov  BiKaLoavvT)  Oeov  of  iii.  21,  by  its  con- 
nexion (1)  with  the  preceding  evcoinov  avrov  and  (2)  with 
the  Slo,  <ydp  vofjuov,  k.t.X.  quite  demonstrates.  Given 
then  the  latter  we  have  the  former.  But  the  former 
involves  the  ^^creTat  and  the  awTTjpia.  Therefore  the 
BiKaicoOrjaovraL  of  our  passage  logically  commends  'life' 
and  eternal  life. 

Thirdly,  in  our  passage,  we  recognize  the  '  phrasis 
legis,'  as  Melancthon  has  it, — the  language  of  the  vo/xo^. 
We  have  the  v6fxo<i  presented  no  less  than  ten  times  in 
three  very  short  verses  (12,  13,  14).  Now  what  says  the 
Law  of  Moses,  which  the  Apostle  knew  to  be  of  divine 
origin  ?*  o'  Troti/o-a?  avrd  ^rjaerat  ev  avroU.  '  The  man 
that  doeth  them  shall  live  in  them.'  Here  the  ^rjaerai,  is 
not  merely  annexed  to  the  ttoctjttj^;  vo^iov,  but  is  indeed 
bound  up  with  the  7ro[7)(Ti<; ;  for  the  expression  '  shall  live 
in  them,'  is  very  significant.  But  what  the  ^rjo-erat  of 
the  v6^io<i  involves  in  its  range,  Christ  himself,  the 
divine  Lawgiver,  tells  us.  When  asked  by  the  lawyer : 
'What   shall   I   do   that   I   may   inherit    eternal  life  ?' 

*  He  appeals  to  the  damnatory  clause  :  iiriKaTaparoQ  itag,  k.tX.  (Gal. 
iii.  10),  as  a  declaration  of  conclusive  force,  inasmuch  as  it  was  part  of  the 
vofioc.     He  says  yeypmrrai  yap. 
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Ti  iroLrjtra'i  k.t.X.  (St.  Luke  x.  25  3.),  he  replies  :  '  What 
is  written  in  the  Law,  how  readest  thou  V  iv  tgJ  vo^ioa  tL 
'fe'ypairraL ;  k.t.X.  Now  had  there  been  nothing  about 
eternal  life,  and  still  further  nothing  as  to  the  mean  or 
condition  of  obtaining  eternal  life  in  the  vofio^,  Christ 
of  course,  could  not  have  referred  the  lawyer  to  the 
Law.  He  in  effect  says,  '  Your  own  law,  if  you  under- 
stand it  right,  answers  your  question.'  The  lawyer 
replies  by  giving  the  sum  and  substance  of  the  vofiof 
— the  triune  charity.  And  Christ  rejoins  :  '  Thou  hast 
answered  rightly,  do  this  and  thou  shalt  live  :  rovro 
TToiec  Kol  ^rjarj,  showing,  by  the  way  that  '  Love  is  the 
fulfilling  of  the  Law.'  To  the  rich  young  man  his 
answer  is  the  same :  '  If  thou  wilt  enter  into  life,  keep 
the  commandments,'  and  then  mentions  some  precepts 
of  the  Law.  Now  if  the  vofia  according  to  the  divine 
Lawgiver's  own  interpretation  of  it,  awards  eternal  life 
to  legal  justice — h.e.  to  the  fulfilment  of  itself — and  that 
on  the  (1)  legal  principle  and  (2)  the  judicial  principle  of 
retribution,  must  not  the  SiKaicod tja-ovrai  of  our  passage 
which  reproduces  that  justice  and  that  fulfilment,  mean 
justified  et9  ^a>i]v  and  eiV  crcoTijpiav  ?  It  certainly  must. 
Christ  on  his  part  affirms  the  ^rjaerai  and  implies  the 
BiKaio)6i'iaeTai.  St.  Paul  on  his  part  affirms  the 
BiKao)6}]a€Tai  and  implies  the  ^^(rerai.  Both  teachers 
appear  before  us  as  confessed  legalists.  The  Master  in 
respect  of  'life'.    The  Apostle  in  respect  of  'justice'.    For 

6 
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the  '  life  '  is  the  'justice  '  and  the  'justice'  is  the  *  life'. 
Excipiunt  se  invicem.*  Moses  therefore  and  St.  Paul 
— the  Lawgiver  and  the  Apostle, — are  evidently  of 
one  mind  in  the  matter  of  Justice  'before  God'  and 
Salvation.  Both  are  one  in  Jesus  Christ.  And  Luther  and 
'Evangelicalism'  are  clearly  ' condemned'. f  What  that 
'  legal'  righteousness  or  justice  is  which  St.  Paul  opposes 
uniformly  and  absolutely  to  the  justice  of  Faith,  and 
sternly  excludes  from  Justification  :  what  he  really  means 
by  the  epya  vo/xov  of  Romans  and  Galatians  and  the  epya 
of  Romans  iv.  will  be  shown  later  on.  But  again  the 
Apostle  says  Rom.  vii.  10  :  'and  the  evroXr]  which  was 
ordained  et?  ^corjv.'  What  does  this  el<i  ^corjv  import,  except 
that  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  v6/jio<;  eternal  life  was 
promised  by  the  ordinance  of  God,  and  according  to  the 
declaration :  o  iroirjaa^  avra  ^Tjaerai  iv  avTol<i  ?  Is  not 
the  ^(orj  of  the  Apostle  the  ^ijcreraL  of  the  vofio^;  ?  And 
does  any  one  dream  that  he  had  a  thought  of  disputing 
that  it  was  divinely  and  truly  so  ordained  ? 

Fourthly  the  context  of  our  verse  (13)  demonstrates,  in 

*  Compare  Rom.  v.  12  ff.,  where  y  ajxapria  and  6  Qavaroc  are  set  over 
against  r)  ^w?)  and  r)  SiKaioavvrj,  and  Adam  over  against  Christ  in  a  way 
that  leaves  little  doubt  indeed  as  to  the  intrinsic  import  of  the  reasoning  of 
that  chapter. 

t  From  Moses,  our  Lord  and  St.  Paul  (Rom.  ii.  13),  we  undoubtedly 
have  three  axiomatic  statements  of  legal  Justification.  Now  since,  on  the 
one  hand,  the  vofiog  is  divine,  and  the  legal  declaration  6  Tcoirjcac  avra 
K.T.X.  is  the  '  word  of  God,'  and  since  on  the  other  hand,  with  adults,  ace. 
to  St.  Paul  Faith  commands  the  only  ^ijatrat  (Rom.  i.  17),  it  must 
necessarily  follow  that  the  SiKaiocinn]  vufiov  is  the  SiKaioavi'ii  tK  niariw^. 


THE  SEVEN  POINTS.  83 

the  most  convincing  manner,  that  the  word  SiKaiw- 
drjaovrau  is  the  same  as  that  which  St.  Paul  everywhere 
presents, — and  presents  as  involving  '  life'  and  eternal 
life.  From  ver.  5  to  ver.  16  the  so-to-speak  logical  hack- 
ground  is  the  day  of  Judgment*  (ver.  5),  in  which  only 

*  Pfleiderer,  who  holds  the  Troojrai  voftov  and  the  iiKaiojBrjaovTai  to  be 
preseated  by  the  Apostle  as  realities  and  not  as  the  creatures  of  hypothesis, 
would  account  for  the  palpable  contrariety  between  Bom.  ii.  and  the 
Extriiisicist  view  of  the  Pauline  doctrine  of  Justification  by  supposing 
the  Apostle  to  adopt  here  "  the  standpoint  of  ordinwry  morality,  and 
especially  of  the  Jewish  Law  from  which  standpoint  the  impossibility 
of  works  of  the  law  and  a  reward  for  them  did  not  strike  him."  (Paulinism, 
Vol.  I.  p.  78.)  Farrar,  who  looks  like  Pfleiderer,  considers  that  here 
St.  Paul  is  "  only  applying  the  current  language  of  molality  to  the  concrete 
relations  of  actual  life."  ('  St.  Paul,'  Vol.  II.  pp.  230,  231.)  Now,  apart 
from  the  (verbal  or,  where  not  verbal,  the  equivalent-to-verbal)  inspiration 
of  the  Scriptures — which  seems  out  of  the  question  in  the  case  of  reasoning 
like  this, — let  us  say  that  rather  the  Apostle  is  using  and  reaffirming  the 
language  of  the  divine  Law  (the  phrasis  legis)  as  enforced  and  guaranteed 
by  the  Judgment  Day  :  that  he  is  speaking  of  sin  and  justice  from  the 
double  'standpoint'  of  the  Law  and  the  Judgment  Day, — the  voftos  and  the 
ijfitpa  airoKaXiyf/titig  SiKaioKpiaiag  rov  Beov, — both  of  which  he  held  to  be 
matters  of  divine  revelation.  Thus  not  mere  relative  truths,  such  as  the 
rising  and  setting  of  the  sun,  but  oibsolute  truths  such  as  the  truth  of  the 
Gospel  which  he  had  by  revelation  from  Jesus  Christ.  As  to  the  ijfitpa,  it 
is  abundantly  evident  that  he  is  speaking  in  all  earnestness  to  a  momentous 
fact.  As  he  did  before  Felix.  XoyiJ^i;  li  tovto  .  .  .  on  av  ic^tvjij 
TO  cpT^a  row  6eoi<  .  .  .  ^  rara^povtif  .  ,  .  Otjaavpi^iig  fftavT<ft  apyijv 
.  .  .  og  aTToldicrti  scaerri^  Kara  rd  tpya  .  .  .  ov  yap  iart  irpoffwiro- 
Xt]fi\l/ia  irapd  r^"  Oiip,  &c.,  &c.  As  to  the  vofiog,  that  he  held  it  to  be  of 
divine  origin  is  evident  as  from  many  other  passages,  so  especially  from 
Rom.  ix.  4.  He  there  places  the  vofioQtaia  in  the  same  catalogue  with 
Christ.  But  further,  the  language  and  reasoning  of  our  passage  seems 
fatal  to  Pfleiderer's  account  of  the  Apostle's  view  and  doctrine  of '  righteous- 
ness by  Faith'  and  its  formation.  (Paulinism,  Vol.  1.)  By  the  passage  of 
the  four  ydp,  and  by  the  Argumentum  Velatum  St.  Paul  introduces,  and 
through  the  remainder  of  the  chapter  applies,  an  argument  confronting  and 
contrasting  the  fofiog  without  Justice  in  the  Jew, — with  Justice  without 

6    * 
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two  issues  are  placed  before  us^ — the  issue  of  eternal 
life  and  the  issue  of  eternal  death  and  one  or  other  of 
these  is  inevitable.  The  Good  and  the  Evil  must  each 
receive   its  recompense.      Each   must   reap    its    proper 

the  vofiOQ  in  the  Gentile.  An  argument  from  the  'shell'  (vdfioQ^  to  the 
'kernel'  (^SiKaiocrvvr]).  and  from  the  kernel  to  the  shell,  such  as  surely 
could  never  have  proceeded  from  a  mind  already  possessed  with  '  the 
characteristic  idea'  of  the  non-existence  and  impossibility  of  intrinsic  (legal) 
righteousness  :  an  idea  resting  (1)  on  the  logical  ground  of  an  assumed 
Extrinsic  (or  as  Ffleiderer  would  term  it  objective)  justice  ;  (2)  on  the 
real-logical,  Ji.e.  psychological  ground  of  the  absolute  inability  of  human 
nature  to  fulfil  the  Law  of  God.  For  a  writer  who  thus  doubly,  deeply 
held  the  fulfilment  of  the  vofioQ  and  justice  with  God  in  that  fulfilment  to 
be  unattainable  things,  would  it  not  h.ave  been  an  impossibility  to  say  of 
the  Gentiles  that  (1)  when  they  do  the  things  of  the  vofjoQ, — tavroTQ  liaiv 
vofioQ:  and  then  in  explanation  (2)  add  that  they  exhibit  to  i^yov  tov 
vojiov  ypaTTTov  iv  ralg  KapSicnc;  :  and  then  (3)  expand  the  thought  in 
detail  ?  The  mental  effort  of  forming  such  an  argument  must  surely  have 
recalled  the  supposed  fundamental  view  to  his  mind.  The  true  reason  why 
"  the  impossibility  of  works  of  the  Law  and  a  reward  for  them  did  not 
strike  Mm,"  was  because  the  notion  of  that  impossibility  was  one  which 
Tiever  entered  the  Apostle's  mind  at  all !  We  may  add  here  that  Pfleiderer 
confounds  the  tpya  and  tpya^itaOai  of  chap.  iv.  with  the  tpya  and  tpydl^taOni 
of  this  chapter.  In  truth  the  former, — with  which  as  with  the  latter  the 
notion  of  merit  is  certainly  connected, — relate  to  justification  in  this  life, 
are  hypothetical,  and  are  opposed  to  the  •Kiarfvuv.  Whereas  the  latter 
precede  glorification  in  the  next  life,  are  the  tpya  of  the  SiKaioi  napd  Qtif 
(who  have  the  niarig),  and  merit  an  eternal  reward.  The  former  '  face ' 
Grace  in  this  life.  The  latter  '  face"  Glory  in  the  next — proving  the  doctrine 
of  '  merit '  to  be  Pauline.  As  to  '  perfect '  fulfilment,  vid.  inf.  The  words 
in  which  Pfleiderer  himself  condemns  tlie  explanation  of  the  Protestant 
commentator  are  fully  applicable  to  his  own.  It  "  may  be  very  convenient 
to  relieve  his  embarrassment,  but  is  utterly  unsatisfactory,"  p.  78.  Farrar 
says  (p.  2.30)  St.  Paul  is  here  sj caking  of  'the  .Jut.tification  of  the 
Law  ' — by  which  Farrar  means  'justification  by  works.'  But  a  Justificati(m 
which  is  (1)  a  justification  Trapd  9ttp  ;  which  is  (2)  a  'justification  of  life' 
which  (3)  casts  out  the  r'njiapTov  caimot  possibly  belong  to  the  vo^ioq,  but 
on  the  contrary  evidently  belongs  to  the  SiKaioavvii  Otor.    Again  he  says 
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fruits.  Now,  since  ver.  13  sustains  ver  12,  making  good 
the  Bia  vofwv  KpiOrjaovTat  as  affirmed  of  the  oaoi  iv  vofjuo 
rjfjLaprov,  by  showing  how  and  why  it  is  that  '  as  many  as 
have  sinned  in  the  Law  shall  be  judged  and  condemned 
by  the  Law,' — because,  according  to  the  v6fjLo<i,  only  the 
doers  of  it  are  just  with  God, — it  is  plain  that  ver.  13, 
by  the  ov  yap  casts  out  the  rifiaprov,  and  by  casting  it  out 
removes  the  hia  vo/mov  Kpidrjo-ovTaL.  For  if,  at  the  Last 
Judgment,  the  €vvo/m)1  are  found  to  have  been  Bikuiol 
irapa  6eS  in  life  by  fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<;,  they  could 
not  and  would  not  be  judged  to  condemnation  hy  the 
v6fio<i.  The  rjfiaprov  would  not  be  in  them  at  the  Judg- 
ment, and  so  the  Kpidrjaovrai  could  not  involve  them 
in  the  consequence  which  is  grounded  on  the  presence 
of  the  rffiaprov.  But  if  the  rjfiapTov  and  the  Kpi0>]<TovTai 
are  both  removed  and  we  have  in  the  place  of  the  former 
the  hUaiot  irapa  deS  and  the  BiKuctoOijcrovTai    (for  the 

{lb.)  that  St.  Paul  is  not  reasoning  here  in  the  materia  of  divine  Justifi- 
cation. How  can  he  say  that,  when  the  ^qfft  rat  of  the  two  aphorisms 
(the  Legal  and  the  Evangelic,)  is  the  same  and  when,  consequently,  the 
SiKaioavvT]  of  the  two  S^Tjatrai  must  be  the  same  also  ?  For  there  is  but 
one  ciKaioaivi)  ?<i>»)c  ;  ^z.  the  Sik.  Otov,  and  the  Legal  aphorism  is  no  les.s 
divine  than  the  Evangelic  or  Pauline.  The  fact  is  that  the  Legal  aphorism 
must  ever  present  the  gravest  difficulty  to  those  who  adopt  the  Extrinsicist 
view  of  St.  Paul's  language  and  reasoning  on  the  subject  of  Justification. 
For  (1)  that  aphorism  is  'God's  word'  and  (2)  St.  Paul  well  knowing  it 
to  be  so  re-affirms  it,  in  his  own  form,  in  a  most  decisive  connexion.  For 
what  test  can  be  more  decisive  than  the  '  Judgment'  of  that  Day  when  God 
will  make  good  all  his  '  word.'  We  challenge  the  Extrinsicist  to  produce 
anything  said  anywhere  by  St.  Paul  in  behalf  of  the  Justice  of  Faith 
stronger  than  this  re-affirmation  of  the  Justice  of  the  v6(ioq.  Therefore  the 
two  must  be  the  same. 
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former  is  their  true  opposite  not  the  KpiOrjcrovrat)  then 

eternal  life  manifestly  enters  in.     If  one  door  is  closed 

the  other  is  opened.    If  men  are  not  '  lost '  at  the  Day  of 

Judgment    they   are    'saved.'      Therefore    though    the 

hiKaLOi  irapa  Oetp  and  the  StKai,a>6^aovrai,  belong  as  much 

as  does  the  ^/xaprov  to  the  sphere  of  this  life,  as  is  plain 

from  ver.  19    and  from  the  Argumentum   Velatum,  still 

they  may  be  carried  onward  to  the  scene  of  the  Last 

Judgment    ( like    the    rjixaprov,    which,    as    Meyer   well 

observes,  "  is  spoken  of  from  the  standpoint  of  the  time 

of   judgment/')    and   thus    inherit  their  judicial   award 

{a7r6ho(TLv)  of  salvation.     Salvation  it  must  be,  since  the 

KptOrjcrovTai,  has  disappeared  with  the  rjiiaprov.     Either 

eternal  life  or  eternal  death  must  enter  in  at  last.     But 

eternal  death  [airoSXela)  is  excluded  with  the  exclusion  of 

the  rifxapTov  and  its  attendant  dark  KpiOrjo-ovrai.  Therefore 

eternal   life   is   introduced.     Such  is  the  argumentative 

import    of    ver.    13.     And    hence    it    follows   that   the 

hUaioi  irapa  Oew  '  means '  salvation.     But  if  the  BUaLoi, 

then    the     BiKatcoOijaovTat,.*     Further    still  :     that   the 

hiKaioiOrjaovTai  of  our  passage  indicates  a  Justification  of 

'  life '  and  salvation  and   is  one  with  the  StKaLcoO^aeTat 

of  iii,  20,   the   SiKacov/juevoi,  Scopeav  of  iii,  24,  with  the 

*  The  SiKuioi  IT.  6.  and  the  SiKaKoOyaovrai  belong  to  this  life  as  ranch 
as  do  the  aicpoaral  and  the  Troitjral  and  the  rjfiapTov,  and  as  much  as  the 
other  forms  of  the  word  which  occur  in  the  two  following  chapters.  The 
SiKai(o9rj(TovTai  here  means 'are,  or  shall  be,  rendered  actually  just'  he. 
in  the  voitjatg.  It  in  fact  repeats  the  StKaioi  napa  Gtip  substantially  and 
is  only  preferred  for  linguistic  reasons. 
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BtKaiova-Oai  of  iii,  28,  and  lastly  with  the  hiKaia}6eine<i  of 
V.  1,  is  made  clear  by  an  attentive  survey  of  the  pre- 
ceding verses  as  far  back,  at  least,  as  ver.  6  :  09  airohoxTet 
eKacrra}  Kara  to,  epya  avrov.  The  whole  of  the  argument 
from  ver.  6  to  ver.  16  (to  go  no  further  back)  is  one  solid 
piece  of  reasoning.  It  is  bound  up  together  by  the 
passage  of  the  four  yap  And  in  particular  ver.  11,  ov 
yap  iarc  irpoaayTroXrjfiyjrLa  Trapa  tc3  6ea>  sustains  the 
preceding  verses  6,  7,  8,  9,  10  as  apphcations  of  the 
airohaxrec  eKoarm.  First  in  respect  of  the  good  and  the 
bad;  secondly,  in  respect  of  the  Jew  and  the  Greek. 
The  divine  aTrpoacoTroXrjix-^la  lies  in  fact  behind  the 
htKaLOKpiaia  (ver.  5),  and  as  it  were,  protects  and  secures 
it.  If  in  the  Day  of  Judgment  the  TrpoaoiTroXrjfiyjrLa 
(which  has  especial  reference  to  the  Jews  as  the  1/0/X09, 
argumentatively  following,  proves),  had  sway,  the  five 
preceding  verses  would  simply  fall  to  pieces.  Then  there 
would  be  no  hiKaioKpUna  in  the  airohbxjeL,  and  so  no 
airoBcoaei  eKotrrat  Kara  ra  epya.  In  ver.  12,  we  have  an 
exemplification  on  the  dark  side,  and  therefore  sub- 
stantially a  re-affirmation  of  the  ctTroBcoaei  iKoaro)  Kara  ra 
epya.  In  the  arroBcocrec  e/ca<rT&)  (looking  to  the  dark  side 
to  which  we  now  confine  ourselves)  we  have  presented  to 
us  a  fact, — a  certain  fact  of  the  future, — exhibiting  a 
retributive  process  or  law  as  seen  on  the  sids  of  God. 
In  the  oaoi  dvofi(o<i  and  the  oaoi  ev  vofiot  rjfiaprov  we 
have  presented  to  us  a  fact, — a  certain  fact  of  the  future 
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exlaibitin<^  the  same  ]aw_,  but  seen  on  the  side  of  man. 
The  point  of  view  is  changed  from  God  to  man  because 
the  Apostle  is  coming  down  upon  the  Jew.  Whenever 
therefore^  (whether  without  or  within  tlie  sphere  of  the 
vofio^),  the  rj^aprov, — '^^at  is  to  say  intrinsic  actual 
iniquity,  or  rather  privation  o  %<,KaiO(jvv7]  seen  in  its 
actual  and  positive  issues, — is  found  at  the  end  of  life,  is 
found  in  exitu,  and  is  placed  before  the  tribunal  of  the 
Last  Judgment,  the  airoXela  will  follow  as  a  most 
certain  fact  of  the  future.  All  (1)  who  have  been 
sinners,  (2)  all  who  have  been  transgressors  of  the  vojio^ 
shall  perish.  For  the  argument  here  turns  strictly  on 
the  rj^aprov,  and  on  the  rjfiapTov  as  yfiaprov,  as  we  learn 
from  the  preceding  verses  and  especially  ver.  6.  And 
secondly  here  is  no  hypothetical  basis, — for  reference  is 
made,  through  the  aTrpoaooiroXriix'^ia,  to  the  veritable  and 
actual  SiKaioKplaia  and  aTroSoai^  of  the  Last  Judgment. 
All,  all  is  matter  of  fact.  As  though  one  should  say  : 
'  On  such  a  day  as  many  as  have  committed  murder  this 
year  will  be  executed.'  What  follows  from  this  ?  That 
within  the  sphere  of  the  vof^a  only  the  doers  of  the  v6fio<; 
shall  be  justified  and  saved.  That,  in  the  case  of  the 
evvofjLot,  (and  the  principle  holds  equally  of  the  dvo/jbol,) 
the  ZiKaLoavvT}  rrapa  6eu>  which  the  iroi'qaL^  vofiov 
presents  is  necessary  to  eternal  salvation.  This  alone 
casts  out  the  intrinsic  ^]ixaprov.  But  the  i]fiapTov  must 
be  cast  out,  for  this  intrinsic  evil  romainingj  to  the  end 
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and — inasmuch  as  it  "  is  here  spoken  of  fi*om  the  stand- 
point of  the  time  of  judgment/' — bearing  its  guilt  with  it 
before  the  Tribunal,  infallibly  reaps  perdition.  The  in- 
trinsic righteousness  therefore  presented  in  vv.  13, 14, 15 
and  16  is,  in  the  case  of  moral  adults,  necessary  to 
salvation  and  to  eternal  life.  So  that  the  BiKaLcoB/ja-ovTCU 
of  ver.  13  means  ScKai(o6t]aovTai  et?  ^ojtjv  aUaviov.  And  it 
pertains  to  the  agents  named  in  ver.  14,  as  much  as  to 
those  of  whom  it  is  expressly  affirmed.  As  the  Argumentum 
Velutum  shows.  And  lastly  this  intrinsic  righteousness 
as,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  considered  from  a  legal  point  of 
view  in  our  passage,  so  on  the  other  it  is  there  described 
on  the  side,  and  in  respect  of  its  result,  that  is  as  a 
BiKaLoavvT)  irapa  6ea)  and  a  SiKaioavvr)  ^o)?;?  :  whereas  in 
chap.  i.  and  elsewhere  the  same  justice  is  described  on 
the  side,  and  in  respect  of  its  origin  or  derivation,  that  is 
as  a  ZtKaioavvq  6eov  and  a  BiKatoavvr]  ck  irUneco';.  But 
we  know  that  the  same  justice  must  be  meant  because  we 
know  that  (1)  the  BiKaioovvTj  6eov  and  the  BiKaioavvi)  ix 
TTurreco^  must  be  the  BiKaLoavvq  irapa  6em  and  the 
BiKaioavvrj  ^(or]<i,  and  that  (2)  the  latter  must  be  the 
former. 

Point  2. — The  Passage  op  the  Two  ^tja-erai. — 
Gal.  iii.  11,  12. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  another  point,  and,  placing 
them  side  by  side,  compare  our  passage  of  the  four  yap 


90  ON  THE  FOUR   TAP. 

with  the  passage  of  the  two  ^'^creTat,  Gal.  iii.  11,  12,  on 
Be  iv  vofJiw  ovSeU  SiKacovrat  irapa  tS  dea>  SijXov,  ore  6 
8iKaio<;  CK  Tricrreo)?  ^rjcrerai,'  6  he  v6/jbo<;  ovk  ecrriv  €k 
TTLareco'i  aW  o  voLrjawi  avra  avOpwrro'i  ^^crerat  iv  avTol<;.^ 
Now  the  passage  of  the  four  ^yap,  rightly  understood, 
demonstrates  (1)  that  the  BiKaioa-vvT]  of  the  v6/jbo<i  is 
justice  '  of  life ';  (2)  Secondly  that  it  is  not  unattainable 
either  formally  by  Jew  or  virtually  by  Gentile, — either 
by  evvofjbo<i  or  dvo/xo<;,  but  (3)  that  it  is  possible,  actual 
and  necessary  to  salvation.  Now  there  is  but  one  Justi- 
fication of  life ;  but  this  is  a  Justification  of  life.  There- 
fore this  Justification  is  that  Justification.  Consequently 
the  legal  aphorism,*  o  7roi.i]aa<;  avra  ^rjaerac  iv  avTol<;, — 
of  which  the  oi  Trocrjral  vofxov  SiKaicodrjaovrac  is  merely  a 
Pauline  reproduction, — is  a  statement  (and  of  course  as 
being  divine  a  true  statement),  of  Justification  froin  a 
legal  ijoint  of  view.  It  is  an  express  declaration  of  the 
divine  vofxo^  and  Christt  stands  behind  it  (Luke  x.  28, 
&c.).  Never  then  can  this  legal  aphorism  be  set  in  an 
opposition  of  '  antagonism '  to  the  Evangelic  aphorism 
6  hlKaio^  iK  TTLCTTewi  ^TjcreTai,  though  they  may  be  con- 
trasted, (as  in  Rom.  x.  5,  6),  in  respect  of  their  characte- 

*  We  have  called  this  legal  declaration, — or  clause  of  the  vofiog  opposed 
to  the  damnatory  clause  'iiriKaraparoQ,'  &c. — an '  aphorism'  for  convenience 
sake  in  order  to  match  it  with  the  Evangelic  aphorism  :  6  diKaioi  (k 
iriartiDg  i^rjcfirai. 

t  Luther's  explanation,  therefore,  of  the  Pauline  language,  &c.  brings 
the  Apostle  into  direct  collision  with  Christ.  From  his  premisses  the 
Tubingen  conclusions  inevitably  follow. 
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ristic  forms.  "Why  never  set  in  opposition?  Because 
the  BiKaioavvi]  vofiov,  {gen :  ohjecti  not  gen :  originis), 
whicli  is  the  Bik.  arising  out  of  the  ttolijo-l';  vofiov  is 
identical  with,  *  part  and  parcel '  of,  the  SiKaioo-vvrj  e/c 
TTwrrew?.  The  latter  includes  the  former  as  part  of  itself, 
— its  actual  final  part. 

Turning  then  to  Galatians,  iii.  1 1,  ff.  where  the  Apostle 
says  that  no  one   is  justified  iv  vo/Ma -, — on,  Se  iv  vo^ko 
ou8et9    BiKaiovTac   irapa   reS    Oeo)    BtjXov.   k.t.X. — we    see 
that  he  cannot  possibly  mean  that  no  evvofio<i  ever  was 
or  could  be  justified.     For  Moses  and  Elias  were.     As 
little  that  no  evvofio^  ever  was  or  could  be  just  with  God 
in  the  fulfilment  of  the  z/o/x.09.     For  in  our  passage  he 
affirms  that  it  is  the  doers  of  the  Law  who  are  justified 
and   saved,   and   they   alone.      No  :    what   the   Apostle 
means  to  say  is  that  no  one  ever  was  or  could  be  justified 
in   the    i/o/xo?    through   the    v6fio<; — ev   vofMp    Bia   vofiov. 
Examine  the  passage.     It  is  plain  from  the  logical  con- 
nexion of  the  words  iv  vofiw  ovBel<;  BifcatovruL  irapa  rm 
Beat   with   the   Evangelic   aphorism   which   follows   that 
those  words  mean  that  no  one  shall  attain  to  the  BiKatoavvri 
^&)^9   through   the   vofia.     The   reason   being  that  the 
^^a-erai  <ian  only  be  gained  from  and  through  the  ttlo-tc^ 
and, — what  necessarily  follows, — that  the  BiKaioavvt}  ^(u^<? 
can  only  be  gained  through  the  irlaTi'i ;  h.e.  through  that 
'principle  or  the  principle  of  that  '  means.'     But  to  him 
who,    disregarding   the    7riari<;,   betakes    himself  to    the 
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vo/jio'i  in  order  to  gain  the  Sck.  ^o)^?  tiie  vo/juo'i  addresses 
the  principle  of  the  tovto  iroiet  koI  ^rjay  (Luke  x.  28)  as 
the  immediate  means  of  possessing  the  BtKatocrvvr)  Trapa 
6eu)  and  with  it  the  ^(or], — the  7roL7]cn<i  vofiov  being,  in 
its  fulfilment,  that  ScKatoavvT].  The  Law  does  this 
because  it  is  the  Law  and  nothing  else;  because  it  is  a 
documentum  justitice,  ordaining  justice.  Bat  the  v6/iio<;  is 
not  eV  7rlaTe(o<i.  That  is,  the  v6^o<i  does  not  present  the 
irlan^  as  the  means  from  and  out  of  and  through  which 
the  St/c.  fco?}?  is  to  be  attained  or  gained.  The  'propo- 
sition' of  Faith, — the  putting  forward  of  that  'principle' 
of  origin  or  derivation  is  not  within  the  scope  and  ofiice 
of  the  Law.  It  does  not  derive  its  content  and  ends  from 
the  7riaTL<;  but  from  the  iTolria-L<i  :  to  which,  and  not  to 
the  7ri(TTt,<i,  it  directs  its  seeker.  He  therefore  who 
betakes  himself  to  the  'principle'  of  the  vo/na — tovto 
ttoUl  koX  ^rjcrr)  as  a  means  to  get  at  the  hiK-  ^corjs  which 
is  undoubtedly  contained  in  the  v6/jLo<i — (as  the  Law  itself, 
Levit.  xviii.  5,  and  Christ,  Luke  x.  28,  and  the  Apostle, 
Eom.  ii.  13,  all  bear  witness) — will  never  attain  to  it 
because  he  seeks  it  not  through  that  '  principle'  or  that 
primary  means  from  which  it  can  alone  be  gained.*  For 
it  can  only  be  gained  by  the  Slk.  deov.  What  we  see  in 
the  two  aphorisms  is  a  difference  of  '  principle  of  deri- 

*  The  vofiog  cannot  'procure'  justice  'of  life' — not  because  its 
fulfilment  is  not  justice  '  of  life  '  for  it  is, — but  because  it  cannot  of  itself 
•procure'  its  own  fulfilment.  It  cannot  'get  itself  done.'  Comp.  Gal. 
iii.  21. 
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vation'  for  the  ^^a-eTuc  and  so  for  the  8ik.  but  no 
'  antagonism'  whatever.  There  is  no  antagonism  save 
that  which  the  Pharisee  or  Judaiser  calls  into  existence 
either  during  or  after  the  '  reign'  of  the  Law  by  betaking 
himself  to  the  latter,  instead  of  to  the  former,  for  justice  and 
salvation  and  seeking  to  be  justified  (comp.  Eom.  ix.  32, 
X.  3.)  iv  vofup  Sea  vofiov.  Yet  for  all  this  the  Sixaioavvr} 
contained  in  the  v6fj,o<i  is  as  true  a  8ck.  ^o}fj<;  as  the  8ik.  of 
the  Evangelic  aphorism  where  its  derivation  from  the 
TTiarc^  (from  which  alone  it  can  spring)  makes  Faith  '  the 
beginning  the  root  and  the  foundation'  of  the  Justifi- 
cation of  adults.  To  oppose  therefore,  in  the  sense  of 
antagonism,  the  ttio-ti^  of  the  Evangelic,  to  the  TroirjaL^  of 
the  Legal  aphorism  is  (1)  not  only  quite  to  overlook  the 
intrinsic  import  of  the  word  ZUaio<i  in  the  former  and 
the  subordinate  relation  to  it  of  the  latter  but  is  also 
(2)  to  assert  a  principle  of  opposition  which  must  end  in 
a  falsification  of  the  v6fio<i.  But,  worse  still,  to  place  the 
iriaTL'i  in  opposition  to  the  'Troirjai'i, — to  oppose  the 
ScKaioavvT]  of  the  one  to  the  hiKatoavvT)  of  the  other, — 
with  that  absolute  opposition  and  that  essential  antago- 
nism which  is  most  certainly  found  in  Romans  and 
Galatians  between  the  SiKaioavpTj  e/c  7ri(rTe(o<;  and  the 
SiKatoavvT)  €^  epycov, — an  opposition  in  which  they 
mutually  exclude  each  other, — what  is  this  but  directly 
and  openly  to  falsify  and  bring  to  naught  the  declaration 
of  the  Law?     A  declaration  which  is   (1)   divine  in  its 
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origin,  is  (2)  repeatedly  and  signally  ratified  by  Christ, 
is  (3)  reafiirmed  and  upheld  and  argued  upon  by  the 
Apostle  himself,  Rom.  ii.  12,13?  We  say  directly  and 
openly  to  falsify  the  v6fio<i  of  divine  revelation.  For,  in 
the  first  place,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  ^-^a-eraL  of  the 
legal  aphorism :  6  Troojcra^  .  .  .  ^rjcreraL.  ?  We  answer ; 
it  means  the  same  thing  as  the  ^rja-erai  of  the  Evangelic 
0  hiK.  CK.  "TTLCTT.  ^rjaerai,  given  in  the  preceding  verse. 
Gal.  iii.  11.  That  is  to  say  that,  no  less  than  the 
Evangelic  ^rjaerai,  it  bears  a  supernatural  meaning; — 
'  shall  live  to  God  and  live  for  ever.'  That  St.  Paul  gives 
it  this  supernatural  meaning,*  both  in  Romans  and 
Galatians  is  amply  evinced  (1)  by  the  connexion  in  which 
we  find  the  legal  aphorism  in  both  Epistles.  If  this 
aphorism  had  been  understood  by  the  Jews  and  the 
Judaisers  in  merely  a  temjjoral  sense  it  would  never 
have  lain  in  the  Apostle's  path  in  his  teaching  and  argu- 
ments about  Justification  and  Salvation.  The  vo/no'i 
would  not  have  fallen  within  the  scope  of  his  argument. 
He  would  not  have  encountered  it.  But  as  a  matter  of 
fact  he  necessarily  had  to  deal  with  it.  For  it  was  well 
understood  among  the  Jews  that  the  i^rjaerai  of  the  v6fji,o<i 
connoted  a  life  and  a  blessedness  far  higher  than  their 
mere  temporal  prosperity,  and  far  beyond  it.  And  this 
acceptation   was    sustained   by    Rabbinical  learning  and 

*  Does  he  not  expressly  call  the  vofioq — m'lVfiariKos.    And  what  is 
■KvivfiariKOQ  but  '  supernatural '? 
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commenting.*  In  this  supernatural  meaning  the  Judaiser 
urged  it :  '  Except  ye  be  circumcised  and  keep  the  law 
of  Moses  ye  cannot  be  saved.'  And  as  it  was  in  this 
sense  that  it  was  understood  in  Jewry  so  it  was  in  this 
sense  that  the  Apostle  encountered  and  accepted  it  in  his 
preaching  of  the  Gospel  and  his  teaching  on  Justification. 
But,  further,  that  he  took  the  supernatural  as  the  original 
and  proper  meaning  of  the  ^i^aerai  is  quite  clearly 
shown  by  his  ascribing  it  directly  to  the  v6fio<i  itself. 
He  says  :  6  Se  vo/MO'i  ovk  ck  TTLareco^;  aXX'  o  7roi7]aa<i  avra 
^Tfaerat,  iv  avroU.^  That  is  'the  v6fio<i  says/  &c.  But 
the  v6fj,o<;  only  says  what  the  v6fio<;  means.  More  forcibly 
still  is  this  shown  when  he  says  (Eom.  x.  5  fi".)  Mtyucr^? 
<yap  ypd(f)€t  6  iroi'^aa^  avra  ^rjaerat  iv  avroi'i.  If  then 
the  Apostle  takes  the  word  as  we  have  seen  he  must 
have  taken  it,  and  did  in  fact  take  it,  in  a  supernatural 
sense,  and  also  directly  ascribes  it  to  Moses  and  to  the 
v6/j,o<;,  then  that  sense  must  have  been  with  St.  Paul  the 
original  true  and  proper  sense.  For  otherwise  what  had 
Moses  to  do  with  it  ?  '  Moses  writes,^  says  St.  Paul.  In 
like  manner  Christ  says  to  the  lawyer,  iv  tm  v6fi(p  tl 
yeypaTrrai.  That  is :  '  What  does  the  Law  say  on  the 
subject  of  eternal  life  and  the  way  to  gain  it  ?  Consult 
your  own  Law  upon  the  point.'  A  perplexing  direction 
if  the  v6fjLo<i  spoke  only  of  the  temporal  and  was  silent 

*  See  Fritzsche,  Comm.  Rom.  and  Lightfoot  Comm.  Gal  :    on  the  legal 
Z>)(Tirai  of  the  Targums. 
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as  to  the  supernatural  and  eternal !  Besides ;  that  the 
^ijaerai  of  the  v6/xo<i  is  supernatural  is  shown  by  our 
passage^  ii.  13.  As  we  before  proved  the  range  and 
meaning  of  the  SLKairodrjcrovrai  of  ver.  13  by  the  legal 
^ijaerai,  so  conversely — since  ver.  13  is  only  a  repro- 
duction of  the  legal  aphorism^ — can  we  prove  the  import 
of  the  latter  word  by  that  of  the  former.  Only  by  dif- 
ferent points.  First  by  the  words  8la  vofiov  Kpi6rj<TovraL, 
that  is  '  shall  be  judged,  &c.  at  the  day  of  Judgment*. 
What  is  the  v6ijlo<;  doing  in  the  next  world  if  it  have  but 
a  temporal  range  ?  But  if  the  v6fji.o<i  is  found  in  the  next 
world  where  all  temporal  interests  have  ceased  and  if  it 
be  a  v6/jio<;  to  which  Rewjird  and  Penalty  are  attached 
then  the  principle  of  recompense  which  it  embodies  must 
go  with  it  also  thither.  For  this  principle  is  an  integral 
part  of  itself.  Thus  according  to  St.  Paul  the  sinful 
evvo/xo<;  will  be  judged  and  condemned  by  the  v6/u,o<;  at 
the  last  Day ;  and  according  to  Christ  he  who  has  fulfilled 
the  v6/uLo<;  shall,,  in  conformity  with  its  promise,  receive 
an  eternal  reward  {K\ripovofxla).  Touto  ttol€l  koI  ^rjcrr), 
'  This  do  and  thou  shalt  live.'  This  meaning  of  the  legal 
^rjaerai  is  further  proved  by  the  hUaioi  and  the  SiKaico- 
6'r}aovTat  irapa  OeS  of  our  passage  if  viewed  as  carried 
forward  to  the  judgment  day,  though  of  themselves  they 
relate  to  this  life.  For  with  the  evvo/jio^;  the  v6fio<i  would 
be  the  standard  there  of  the  righteousness  attained  here. 
Lastly  the  majority  of  the   expositors  and  commentators 
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(except,  however,  Bull  and  Alapide)  give  the  same 
meaning  to  the  Legal  as  to  the  Evangelic  ^ijaerai:  though 
several  {e.g.  Jowett,  Schott  (H.  A.)  do  not  regard  it  as 
being  the  original  and  proper  meaning.  We  submit, 
however,  that  though  not  perhaps  the  superficial,  it  was 
nevertheless  the  primary,  deep  and  latent  meaning.  Such 
being  the  legal  import  of  the  ^^a-eTut  in  the  legal  aphorism, 
how,  we  ask,  does  it  come  to  be  there  ?  How  is  it, — if, 
as  Luther,  Lightfoot,*  and  others  assure  us,  the  legal  is 
in  direct  antagonism  to  the  Evangelic  aphorism — that  we 
find  it  in  the  former  at  all  ?  6  BUaio^  e'/c  Trwrreo)?  ^^aerac' 
6  Se  vofio^  ovK  eariv  e'/c  Tr/crreG)?.  If  the  antagonism 
between  the  7ri(TTC<;  and  the  vofio'i  founded  on  these 
words  by  the  Extrinsicist  expositors  amounts  to  this  : 
that  even  if  a  man  did  fulfil  the  Law  still  he  would  not 
therein  possess  the  htKaiocrvvrj  ^(oi]<; ;  then  the  declaration 
of  the  v6fio<;  is  a  complete  falsehood.  For  in  that  decla- 
ration we  have  both  the  SiKaioavvy  and  the  ^(otj;  the 
former  in  the  o  iron'^cra'^  avra,  the  latter  in  the  ^rja-erai. 
A  complete  falsehood  on  the  part  of  a  declaration  confessedly 
divine,  aye  every  whit  as  divine  as  the  BiKaco<i  e'/c  7rl<Treai<i 
^rjaerai.     But  if  the  antagonism   founded  on  the  words 

*  Luther,  Comm.  Gal.  ii.  16.  Lightfoot,  Comm.  Gal.  iii.  11,  12. 
Position  1.  The  fulfilment  of  the  vofioz  is  impossible  :  but  (Position  2) 
even  if  it  were  possible,  still  life  and  life  eternal  belongs  not  to  the 
righteousness  of  the  vofioQ  but  only  to  '  the  righteousness  by  Faith,' 
these  two  mutually  excluding  each  other.  *  for,' says  the  Extrimicist,' — 
6  vofiog  OVK  tariv  ik  v'kitiwq. 
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0  8e  v6/jio<;  K.T.\.  be  so  understood  as  that  it  still  be 
allowed  that  if  a  man  did  fulfil  the  v6fio<i  he  would  indeed 
be  justified,  then  so  open  and  direct  a  falsification  of  the 
v6fio<i  would  be  avoided.  But  for  all  that  a  secret  and 
ultimate  falsification  could  not  be  prevented.  For  this 
reason  that  the  ep<ya  v6/xov  (which  all  Extrinsicists  identify 
with  the  7roi7)<Tc>i  vo/jlov — the  '  justice^  of  the  Law)  are  so 
absolutely  and  essentially  opposed  to  the  Trlara  and  the 
SiKacoavpT]  eK  trlcneco'i  as  mutually  to  exclude  each  other. 
Take  them  as  actual  realities, — and  it  is  thus  and  thus 
alone  that   St,  Paul   presents   them,* — or   take  them  as 

*  That  the  Puuline  eoya  I'o/iou,— the  phrase  is  purely  his  own,  — are 
extant  and  real  and  not  hypothetically  presented  to  the  reader  can  be 
proved  thus  :  It  appears  from  the  Argumentum  Velatum  that  the  TroirjcriQ 
vojxov  of  Rom  ii.  13,  is  not  hypothetical  but  actual.  But,  if  this  be  so 
then  the  Pauline  tpya  vojxov  of  Rom.  lii.  20,  must  also  be  actual  or  real, 
for  they  fall  far  short  of  the  true  fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<;, — being  com- 
patible with  the  v(p'  afiapriav  ilvai  of  Rom.  iii.  9,  and  the  virb  Karapav 
dvai  of  Gal.  iii.  10.  [They  are  in  truth  works  done  through  the  teaching 
of  the  vofiog — and  traceable  therefore  to  the  parentage  of  the  vofiog, — out 
of  man's  own  fund  and  strength  without  the  Faith  and  Grace  of  God 
through  Christ.]  But  actual  once  they  are  so  always, — throughout 
Romans  and  Galatians.  Not  so  the  jy  'iSia  diKaioavvt]  and  the  tpyci  of 
chap.  iv.  of  which  the  Apostle  speaks  in  Romans,  and  which  indicate  a 
justice  'of  life'  of  one's  own  making.  If  then  the  Trot'ijffij  vofiov  be 
identified  with  these  ipya  voixov  then  the  legal  aphorism  is  intrinsically 
falsified.  For  in  that  case  the  ^fjatrai  is  a  lie.  But  since  on  this  account  it 
cannot  possibly  be  on  the  side  and  in  the  '  scale  '  of  the  Ipya  vofiov  which 
are  in  the  Evangelic  opposition  to  the  iiKaioavvt]  ex  niarsoiQ  I.  X.  it  must 
of  necessity  be  in  the  opposite  '  scale  '  that  is  on  the  side  of  the  Triarig  and 
not  on  that  of  the  vofioQ.  Thus  the  two  aphorisms  are  on  the  same  side. 
And  from  this  it  follows  (as  will  be  seen  more  clearly  as  we  proceed),  that 
the  I'lKaioQ  of  the  Evangelic  aphorism  is  of  intrinsic  import, — as  also  the 
ciKau>vfi(i>ui  Siti^tdy, — Rom.  iii.  21,  and  the  TridTti  diKuiovaOai,  ver.  28. 
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hypothetical  and  merely  imagined, — as  lie  does  not  present 
them, — yet  either  way,  whether  extant  or  imagined,  if  so 
be,  they  yield  no  BiKaioavvi]  ^o)^?,  since  it  is  only  on  the 
side  and  in  the  opposite  scale  of  Faith  that  the  Six.  ^o)?}? 
is  to  be  looked  for  and  found.  The  Trtcrrt?, — besides  that 
it  leads  to, — also  enters  into  the  very  notion  and  nature 
of  that  SiKaLoavvrj.  No  irtari^  no  ^corj  is  the  axiom  con- 
taiaed  in  the  Evangelic  aphorism.  So  if  the  v6fio<;  is 
'  not  of  Faith,'  according  to  the  Extrinsicist  interpretation 
of  the  words  ovk  eariv  e'/c  7ria-Teoi<i,  the  question  at  once 
arises  :  '  How  came  the  ^ijaerai  there  ?  What  is  it  doing 
there  V  We  must  therefore  evidently  see  that  though 
the  vofiof  does  not  concern  itself  with  the  iriarL';  never- 
theless the  latter  necessarily  underhes  it.  Otherwise  the 
Apostle  teaches  us  to  very  little  purpose  in  Romans  and 
Galatians  with  his, — o  8LKaco<;  e/c  iricrrea)';  ^ijaerai  in  the 
first  chapter  of  the  one  Epistle,  and  his — el  yap  Bca 
vofiov  8iKaio(Tvv7j  dpa  XptcrTo?  k.t.\.  in  the  second  of  the 
other.  No  antagonism,  therefore,  between  the  iria-ri^ 
and  the  TroLrja-fi  can  be  founded  on  the  words  6  8e  v6fj,o<; 
OVK  e'/c  7riaT€(i}<i  without  falsifying  the  declaration  of  the 
Law.  But,  to  say  nothing  of  Christ  and  his  Apostle 
(Luke  x.  28,  Rom.  ii.  13),  the  v6/io<i  is  divine.  What 
finally  does  the  presence  of  the  ^rJTerac  in  the  legal 
aphorism  show  ?  That  the  7roLr}ai<;  vofiov  is  on  the  side 
of  the  TTto-Tt?  and  in  the  same  scale  with  it, — the  epya 
vofiov  being  in  the  opposite  scale  and  side.     And  does 

7  * 
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not  the  Apostle  say  that  "  by  the  works  of  the  Law  shall 
no  flesh  be  justified  before  God,"  Rom.  iii.  20,  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  "  not  the  hearers  of  the  Law  are 
just  with  God  but  the  fulfillers  of  the  Law  shall  be  jast?" 
a  thing  which  would  not  be  true  if  the  irolrjaL^;  vofiov 
were  on  the  side  and  in  the  scale  opposite  to  that  TrlaTi^: 
and  that  hiKauoavvq  with  which  alone  the  ^rjaerai  is  found. 
Finally,  the  passage  in  Romans  x.  5,*  which  is  ever 
associated  with  this  of  Galatians,  and  has  great  affinity 
of  thought  with  it,  may  be  thus  approximately  explained 
by  the  light  of  the  Argumentum  Velatum :  '  This  is 
Moses'  programma  of  Justice  as  it  appears  (or  comes 
forth  from)  the  v6/jlo^  :  '  He  that  doeth  them  shall  live  in 
them.'  But  justice  as  it  appears  (or  comes  forth)  the 
irlcTTL^i  speaks  thus  for  herself:  '  Say  not,'  &c.  If  we  are 
asked  why  we  combine  or  associate  the  viviiten  iirogrannma 
of  the  v6/jio<i  with  the  spoken  proposition  of  the  Trlari';  and 
see  the  former  SiKaioavvr)  in  the  latter,  the  legal  justice 
as  part  and  parcel  of  the  Evangelic  justice,  we  reply : 
Because  the  f/^crerat  is  in  both  cases  the  same.  And 
both  declarations  are  diyine.  Yet,  at  the  same  time,  the 
^iKatoavvrj  t]  ck  tov  vojjlov  is  but  actual  justice,  whereas 
the  ScKaioavvr)  r]  eV  irlarew'i  is  (1)  the  Spirit  of  Justice 
awarded  to  the  believer ;  (2)  Habitual  justice ;  (3)  Actual 
justice.     And  the  whole  is  the  Btfcaioavvr}  deov.     So  that 

*  The  difference  of  the  two  readings  makes  no  difference  to  us.     We 
prefer,  however,  the  Common. 
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the  former,  the  legal,  is  strictly  speaking,  as  an  object,  a 
different  object  from  the  latter.  All  however  is  intrinsic. 
The  two  propositions  are  contrasted  by  the  Apostle  on 
account  of  their  different  forms,  and  not  because  the  Blk. 
of  the  one  differs  from  that  of  the  other.  For  we  have 
in  each  instance,  but  each  considered  from  a  different 
point  of  view,  the  same  BiKaioavvij ;  that,  namely,  which 
is  introduced  in  the  preceding  verse :  Ti\o<;  yap  vo/iov 
XptCTTo?  et<f  SiKatoavvTjv  iravri  rS  iriarevovri.  Besides, 
whose  are  the  words :  fir]  eXirrj'i  ev  ry  xapSia  aov,  Ti<i 
ava^rjaeraL  k.t.X.  ?  They  are  the  words  of  Moses 
(Deut.  XXX.  13).  Moses  knew  the  truth  of  Divine 
Justification  and  of  Justification  by  Faith  as  truly  as 
St.  Paul  himself,  if  not  in  so  apocalyptic  a  manner.  On 
this  passage  Jowett  observes ;  "  Surely  this  is  the  righte- 
ousness that  is  of  faith.''  It  is;  and,  further,  Moses 
meant  the  same  righteousness  by  the  6  ironffaafi  avra  k.t.X. 

Point  3. — (f>va€t. — Rom.  ii.  14. 

A  third  point  and  one  of  great  importance  to  be  consi- 
dered is  the  meaning  and  connexion  of  the  word  (f>va€t 
in  ver.  14.  The  question  will  be  asked  how,  if  the 
Gentiles  (1)  do  the  things  of  the  v6fj,o<i  and  (2)  are  them- 
selves the  v6fio<;  and  (3)  show  the  work  of  the  v6/io(; 
written  in  their  hearts  and  thereby  are  BiKaioi  with  a 
SiKcuoavvr]  Trapa  Seat  which   is  one  and  the  same  thing 
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with  tlie  ScKaioavvr]  ^oo?}?  and  tlie  StKaioavvr]  Oeov, — how, 
if  this  be  so,  are  we  to  understand  the  word  (f)vaeL  ? 
Nay,  how  comes  it  in  this  connexion  at  all  if  it  is  to  be 
interpreted, — as  from  the  days  of  Tertullian  and  Origen* 
to  our  own  it  has  been  nearly  always  interpreted, — on  what 
we  will  for  convenience  call  the  *  naturalist^  principle  ? 
That  is  to  say,  interpreted  to  mean  ^by  nature,^  h.e.  by 
the  force  of  natural  endowments.  For  that  high,  that 
true  fulfilment  of  the  vo/jlo^;  (the  fulfilment  of  the  Law 
according  to  the  mind  of  the  Law)  which  alone  consti- 
tutes justice  with  God  according  to  the  TroirjTol  vo/jlov 
tiKai(A)6r)(TovTaL  Trapa  6ew  (ver.  13)  cannot  possibly  pro- 
ceed from  the  mere  resources  of  nature  but  only  from 
supernatural  endowments  ;  from  the  hvpajxa  e't?  acorr]- 
piav  (Rom.  i.  1 6)  of  the  hiKaioa-vvq  Oeov.  But  if  this  true 
fulfilment  of  the  i^o/io9  cannot  possibly  proceed  from 
unregenerate,  unaided  nature,  then  neither  can  it,  with 
any  propriety  be  ascribed  to  nature ;  not  merely  not  to 
nature  only  but  not  even  to  nature  Kar  i^o^ijv.  The 
'iroL7]cn<i  being  from  its  commencement  to  its  consumma- 
tion due  to  supernatural  endowments,t  it  is  not  due  to 
the  power  of  merely  natural  endowments.  And  '  would 
not  St.  Paul,^  it  will  be  asked,  '  have  been  of  all  men  the 
last  to  set  down  such  a  iroirjai'i  to  '  nature'  /car  i^oxv^i 

*  Tertullian  adv.  Marcion,  b.  v.  c.  13.  Origen  Comm.  Kom.  b.  ii. 
n,  7,  8,  9. 

f  The  will,  however,  being  free  and  co-operating.  Cone.  Trid.  Sess.  vi. 
chaps,  i.  and  v. 
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much  less  to  nature  only  ?*  Above  all  in  the  very 
chapters  where  he  is  showing  that  the  only  BiKaioavvr) 
irapa  OeS  is  that  which  springs  from  the  BiKatocrvvr} 
6eov  ?  To  these  questions  we  reply  as  follows.  First  it 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  we  present  it  as  a  most 
certain  fact  that  the  Gentiles  here  spoken  of  are  just 
*  with  God\  And  as  such  they  must  necessarily  possess 
all  the  endowments  requisite  to  that  state.  For  the 
object  of  this  verse  is  to  make  good  the  double  proposi- 
tion of  the  preceding  and  to  show  how  and  why  it  is  that 
not  the  hearers  but  the  doers  of  the  v6fio<;  are  just  with 
God.  And  this  is  done  by  laying  bare  the  nature  of  the 
v6fio<i,  by  showing  the  reciprocal  relations  between  it 
and  the  StKaioa-vvi] :  and  by  pointing  out  that  the  value 
of  the  v6fjLo<;  to  salvation  is  precisely  the  value  of  the 
SiKaioa-vvT}  which  is  its  content  and  end.  So  much  so 
that  if  even  the  avofio'i  possesses  this  StKaiocrvvrj  he  is 
himself  in  himself  the  v6fio<;.  He  is  his  own  v6fio<;  mani- 
festing in  himself 'the  work^  which  is  the  righteousness 
of  the  Law.  Moreover  if  ver.  14  makes  good  the  hiKaico- 
Brjaovrai  of  the  '  doers'  in  opposition  to  the  '  hearers'  of 
the  1/0/109,  then  the  equivalent  of  that  verb  and  of  its 
concomitant  adjective  must  be  found  in  ver.  14  itself 
otherwise  there  is  no  real  argument,  no  logical  hinge,  no 
force  nor  wisdom  in  the  '^ap.  In  short  the  Argumentum 
Velatum  alone  unfolds  the  true  ratiocination  of  the  whole 
passage  from  ver.  12  onward.  If  this  key  be  disregarded 
no  other  explanation  satisfactorily  fulfilling  the  logical. 
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lexical  and  grammatical  conditions  of  the  passage  will 
ever  be  forthcoming,  let  the  exegete  be  who  he  may. 
And  consequently  ver.  14  will  always  hang  loose  like  a 
broken  finger. 

Secondly,  viewing  the  case  in  this  light,  it  will  be  seen 
that,  as  regards  the  ^vaei,  the  struggle, — if  struggle  there 
is  to  be, — is  between  the  lexis  of  a  single  term  on  the 
one  hand,*  and  the  combined  logic,  grammar  and  lexisf 
of  the  whole  passage  on  the  other.  In  this  struggle  the 
united  force  of  the  latter  evidence  but  particularly  and 
above  all,  the  simple  force  of  the  logical  proof  will,  we 
confidently  submit,  prevail  over  the  lexical  force  of  the 
solitary  term  <^i;o-et  so  as  to  regulate  its  meaning  in 
accordance  with  the  ascertained  tenour  and  character  of 
the  argument  in  which  it  occurs.  We  say  that,  as  on  the 
one  hand  the  (pvaec  can  be  conformed  to  that  tenour  and 
character  without  any  violation  of  lexical  and  gram- 
matical propriety,  so  on  the  other  it  must  be  so  con- 
formed. So  decisively  cogent  is  the  logical  and  with  it 
the  grammatical  and  lexical  force  which  can  be  brought 
to  bear  upon  it.  The  term  ^ucret  cannot  and  must  not 
regulate  and  mould  the  argument  and  the  other  expres- 
sions of  the  whole  passage;  but,  on  the  contrary,  by 
them  it  both  can  and  must  have  its  import  and  its  use 
determined. 

Thirdly,  from  the  periods  of  Tertullian  and  Origen  to 

*  To  which  however  is  added  a  slight  point  of  syntax,  viz. :  the  position 
of  the  ^v(Ttt  after  the  ixovra. 

f  The  lexis,  eg-,  of  (1)  f(iyov  and  (2)  oi  vo^oq. 
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our  own  the  <})v<t€i  of  this  passage  has  been  interpreted 
for  by  far  the  most  part  in  one  or  other  of  three  well- 
known  ways,  yet  always  upon  the  same  '  naturalist*  prin- 
ciple :  that  is  to  say  always  upon  the  understanding  that 
it  represented  human  nature^ — natural  as  opposed  to 
supernatural  endowments. 

The  first  way  is  the  way  of  Pelagius.  According  to 
his  interpretation  ^vaei  means  simply  'by  nature^* — 
viribus  naturoe,  h.e.  by  natural  knowledge  and  by 
natural  strength.  This  simple  and  obvious  interpreta- 
tion is  adopted  by  Suarez,*  by  Dominic  Soto,  by  the 
Schoolmen  and  by  other  expositors  ancient  and  modern. 
All  these,  however,  differ  from  the  heresiarch  in  this  that 
they  refuse  their  integral  meaning  to  the  expressions 
(1)  ra  Tov  vofiov,  (2)  iavrol^  iaiv  vofio'i,  (3)  to  ipyov  tov 
vofiov  and  understood  by  them  the  v6^o<i  in  certain 
respects.  By  which  restriction,  admissible  though  it  be, 
they  seem,  (to  us  at  least),  to  leave  a  clear  lexical  and 
grammatical  advantage  with  Pelagius.  For  if  no  extra- 
neous consideration  forbade  what  exegete  would  not 
prefer,  and  strongly  prefer,  to  take  these  three  phrases 
in  sensu  integro  ? 

The  second  way  is  the  way  of  St.  Augustine,  whose 
modification  of  Pelagius'  construction,  while  it  retains 
the  direct  lexical  force  of  the  word,  changes  its  dogmatic 
import.      By   <f)va€i   he   here   understands :    natiird  per 

*  Suarez.    De  necessitate  gratiae  ad  opera  naturalia. — Cap.  yiii.  n.  13  ff. 
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gratiam  sanatd  {vel  reparata).     He  has,  indeed,  another 
interpretation,  but  this  is  believed  to  be  his  favourite 
way.      In  both  he  is  followed  by  Aquinas  and  others.* 
In  the  Gentiles  of  ver.  14  he  recognizes,  no  less  than  his 
antagonist,  the  'justified  and  just  with  God\     While  on 
the  other  hand,  unlike  Pelagius,  he  recognizes  the  neces- 
sary presence    of    supernatural    endowment,   that  is,    of 
divine   Faith   and  Grace    according    to   the    due    order 
and   process  of    Justification.      This  fact  alone  exhibits 
St.  Augustine  as  a  manifest  Intrinsicist  and  places  him 
in  antagonism  to  Luther  and  the  Reformers, — as  Luther, 
Melancthon,  and  Calvin  were  all  well  aware.     We  will  be 
so  bold  as  to  say  that  no  three  men  in  Europe  in  the 
sixteenth  century  knew  the  '  mind^  of  St.  Augustine  on 
this  topic  better  than  these  three.     The  third  way  is  the 
way  of  Tertullian,  Origen,  Chrysostom,  and  many  others, 
ancient  and  modern, f      By  these  the  word  is  set  in  exact 
opposition  to  the  v6^o<i  and  explained  to  mean  the  teach- 
ing, or  the  light,  or  the  dictate  of  nature, — the  '  strength^ 
of  nature  being  left  in  the  background,  and  the  autliori- 
tative  teaching  of  '  nature^  being   contrasted  with  the 
authoritative  teaching  of  the  v6fio<i. 

Such  are  the  three  ways.      But  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  Argumentum  Velatum  be  the  true  key  of  the  passage, 

*  See  Estius,  Comtn.  Rom.  ii.  13,  14  ff.  and  Ang.  '  de  Spiritu  et  Littera 
c.  26. 

■j-  e.g.  Mejer,  Fritsche,  Vaughan,  al. 
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and  if,  consequently,  the  Gentiles  here  named  be,  one 
and  all  truly  justified  and  virtual  iroL'qraX  vofiov   (of  the 
Law  according  to  the  mind  of  the  Law),  and  are,  as  such, 
argumentatively  adduced   by  the  Apostle;    then   there 
arise  decisive  reasons  against  each  of   these  classes  of 
interpretations  and  indeed  against  interpreting  the  ^va-et 
on  the  '  naturalist'  principle  at  all.    First  as  to  the  inter- 
pretation of  Pelagius.     This  Epistle  is  said  to  have  been 
his  favourite  authority,  and  if  so,  it  is  easy  to  see  that 
this  chapter  must  have  been  his  favourite  chapter,  and 
this  very  sense  (supported  by  ver.  27,  17  e/c  ^ucrea)?  aKpo- 
fiv<TTLa  Tov  vofiov  Tckovau   K.T.X.)    his    favourite   verse. 
But  it  is  plain  from  the  opening  chapter  of  this  same 
Epistle  that  the  BiKacoavvr]  Oeov, — that  Justice  by  which 
alone  a  man  can  become  BiKaiof;  irapa  Bern — comes  not 
from  the  *  wells  of  nature',  ex  puteis  natures,  that  is  from 
the  resources,  the  endowments,  and  the  faculties  of  the 
natural   man,    but   comes   down  from   the  fountains   of 
heaven, — defontibus  coeli.    It  is  a  hiKaioavv-q  Oeov.    It  is 
a  BiKaioavvT]  Ik  TTia-reca.     If  we  have  it  not  we  are  to 
seek  it  from  God  by  faith  in  Christ.      We  are  to  seek  it 
ix  TTwrTeo)?,   and  not  &>?    i^   epjcov  vofiov    (Rom.  x.  4). 
For  the  iria-rL^  as  it  were  sends  us  to   Christ  for   the 
BiKaioavvT]  Oeov.     It  is  what  the  Apostle  calls  it :  BikuiO' 
trvvr}  Oeov  Bia  TTiVreci)?  I.X.  et?   •jrdvra<;  koX  eirl  irdvTa'i 
rov<i  7rta-TevovTa<i.     That  its  source  is  from  without  and 
not  from  within,  from  above  and  not  from  below,  from 
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God  and  not  from  ourselves  (either  througli  the  teaching 
of  the  v6/jio<i  or  any  other  law),  is  still  further  evinced  by 
the  Apostle's  more  detailed  account  of  the  process  of 
Justification  in  chapter  iv.  in  connexion  with  Abraham  : 
iXoyladr]  dvroi  et?  StKatoavvrjv.  The  hiKatoavvT]  comes 
from  the  intervention  of  a  \oyi(rfMo<; ;  of  a  \oyi,<r/j,o^ 
which  takes  place  Kara  %a./34z^  and  a  \oyi(Tfio<i  without 
which  there  would  be  no  hiKatoavvrj  at  all.  It  is  as  thus 
bestowing  the  gift  of  Justice  on  the  believer  that  St.  Paul 
describes  God  as  BtKaiovvra  rov  dae^rj.  And  it  is  as 
thus  receiving  from  God  this  gift  of  Justice  (awarded  to 
their  Faith)  that  the  believers  are  described  as  BiKaiov- 
fjuevot  hwpeav  rfj  avrov  y^dpnt — they  being,  up  to  the 
point  of  that  justification,  under  the  rjixaprov.  But 
Pelagius  drew  (1)  the  BiKatoavvr}  irapd  6eS,  (2j  the 
TTOLrjaa  vofiov,  (3)  the  7roL7]crt<i  rcov  rov  vofxov,  and  (4)  the 
epjov  rov  vofjuov  from  mere  natural  endowments,  and  he 
grounded  his  demonstration  before  all  other  evidence,  on 
the  (jivaei  of  our  passage,  affixing  to  it  the  meaning, 
which  in  the  fifth  century,  natura  held  both  for 
St.  Augustine  and  for  himself.  On  the  other  hand, 
seeing  that  the  Gentiles  of  ver.  14  certainly  do  exhibit 
the  BtKacoavvr)  rrapd  6eu>  and  are,  on  that  account,  con- 
fronted by  St.  Paul  with  the  Jews  in  the  passage  of  the 
four  yap,  and  seeing  that  the  argument  of  the  two  verses 
hinges  on  the  BuKaioavvq  irapd  Oem  through  the  yap  of 
ver.  14, — it  cannot  be  that   by  the  ^vaet  the  Apostle 
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means  viribus  naturoe,  k.e.  natural  light  and  natural 
strength  ;  for  in  Galatians  he  says  of  adults  :  '^fieU  (fyvaec 
'lovSalot  Kol  ovK  i^  iOvojv  d/xapTcokol  et'Sore?  Be  otl  ov 
SiKatovrat  av0p(O7ro<i  ....  iav  firj  (here  is  the  point) 
Bia  TTio-Teo)?,  K.T.X.  Moreover  these  Gentiles  are  (1)  jus- 
tified with  God ;  (2)  being  justified  they  can  only  be  so 
by  the  possession  of  the  SiKaioa-vvrj  6eov  as  St.  Paul  is 
engaged  in  showing  throughout  these  very  chapters. 
Therefore  (3)  they  are  not  justified  as  virtual  doers  of 
the  v6fio<i  by  *  nature'.  Therefore  (4)  ^vaet  cannot  be 
taken  and  interpreted  in  Pelagius*  way.  For  so  to  inter- 
pret it  would  be  to  derive  justice  and  the  fulfilment  of 
the  v6fio<;  from  tcithin  and  not  from  ivitliout,  from  below 
and  not  from  above,  from  man  to  himself  and  not  from 
God  to  man. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  interpretation  of  St.  Augustine, 
that  ^vaet  means  natura  gratia  sanatd  :  it  has  been 
allowed  by  Prosper,  Fulgentius,  Aquinas,  and  many 
others,  ancient  and  modern.  By  Suarez,  who  rejects  it, 
it  is  nevertheless  called  *valde  probabilis'.*  But  surely 
if  <f)v<T€t  is  to  be  rendered — as  it  must  be  rendered — by 
nature,  that  must  mean  by  the  powers  of  nature, — viribus 
naturce.  For  by  this  interpretation  no  distinction  is 
made  between  the  light  and  the  strength  of  nature,  but 
it  is  viewed  as  one  agent.  But  the  result  expressed  by 
the  three  phrases  (1 )  ra  rov  vofxov  iroioxriv,  (2)  eavrolq 
*  Suarez.  Vol.  I,  chap.  8,  n.  37. 
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iiaiv  vofxo^,  (3)  TO  epyov  rod  vofiov  is  not  due,  and 
cannot  be  ascribed,  to  natural  powers  but  principally 
and  Kar  e^o'^rjv  to  tbe  presence  and  force  of  an  inberent 
supernatural  power.  For  the  vofio'?  is  7rv€v/jbariK6<i.* 
We  confidently  submit  therefore  that  for  the  thing 
intended  by  St.  Augustine  ^vaei  is  no  proper  connoting 
term.  And  we  contend  that  here  the  heresiarch  has  a 
clear  lexical  advantage  both  over  St.  Augustine  and  his 
followers.  The  advantage,  moreover,  which  Pelagius 
had  then  he  will  ever  have  (1)  so  long  as  the  <pvcrei  be 
joined  with  the  iroicocnv,  and  (2)  so  long  as  the  three 
phrases  given  above  are  understood — as  they  ought  to 
be  understood — in  sensn  integro.  The  discovery  of  the 
Argumentiim  Velatum  establishes  the  fact  that  these 
Gentiles  [ovrot]  adequately  fulfil  the  Law  and  are  just 
with  God.  This  fact  is  confirmed  by  the  natural  or 
unrestricted  sense  of  the  three  phrases  :  much  by  the  to, 
Tov  vofMov  TTOicoacp,  more  by  the  eavrot'i  eiacv  vojuo^;,  and 
still  more  again  by  the  to  epyop  rov  vo/xov ;  which  last 
equals  the  tov  vofjbov  Tekovcra  of  ver.  27. — BengeFs 
'grande  verbum.'  We  decline,  therefore,  the  Augus- 
tinian  explanation  both  because  it  is  manifestly  subjective, 
and  also  because,  being  subjective,  it  leaves  the  lexis  too 
surely  in  the  hands  of  Pelagius  and  so  the  door  open  to  a 
doctrinal  result  altogether  contrariant  to  the  fundamental 
doctrine  of  the  Apostle  :  as  also  of  St.  Augustine  him- 
*  Scimus  quia  Lex  spiritualis  est.  Kom.  vii.  19  Vulg. 
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self,  whose  teaching  on  Faith,  Grace,  and  Justification  is 
one  with  that  of  St.  Paul.* 

As  to  the  third  and  last  interpretation  of  the  (f)va€i, — 
which  explains  it  to  mean  the  light  or  teaching  of  '  nature' 
— this  yields  indeed  an  exact  opposition  to  the  fi^  vofiov 
e^ovra,  but  on  the  other  hand  does  not  agree  with  the 
TToioxTiv,  which  would  seem  to  require  from  the  (f>va€L  the 
endowment  of  natural  strength  as  well  as  that  of  light 
or  teaching.  But  the  decisive  objection  to  this  expla- 
nation consists  in  this  :  that  if  these  Gentiles  are  in  the 
supernatural  sphere  of  the  SiKaioi  irapa  dew,  h.e.  are  in  a 
state  of  justification  'before  God,'  then  the  notion  of 
their  being  directed  by  the  light  of  nature  {<f)vaei)  con- 
flicts altogether  with  the  presence  of  the  divine  TriaTa 
which  (with  adults)  both  (1)  necessarily  precedes  and 
(2)  essentially  enters  into  the  BiKatoavvrj  and  BiKaicoaa 
^Q)r}<;.  For  the  Gentile  righteousness  which  is  presented 
to  us  in  ver.  19,  a  higher  than  the  light  of  nature  is 
required.  These  Gentiles  are  justified  before  God,  and 
we  know  that  no  man  is  justified  iav  fitj  Sta  irUrTew^i  I.X.f 
Therefore  these  do  not  the  things  of  the  Law  (so  as  to 
be  justified  with  God)  by  the  light  of  nature,  but  by  the 

*■  The  acute  and  learned  Morison  looking  (Rom.  iii.  20,  Monog.)  from  a 
different  point  of  view  says  of  the  Tridentine  doctrine,  Session  vi.  c.  10: 
"  This  is  substantially  the  doctrine  of  St.  Augustine."  This  Expositor 
(whose  dissertation  on  the  ^ikuiovv  is  perhaps  the  most  elaborate  extant) 
Ls  we  believe  the  only  British  exegete  noticed  by  Meyer,  who  refers  to  him 
repeatedly  and  with  commendation  (^leyer  Rom.  iii.  and  alibi.) 

•f  Implicit  or  explicit  Trianj,  I.  X, 
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liglit  of  Faith — that  faith  which,  fiist  precedes*  and  leads 
to  the  bestowal  of  the  SiKaioavvrj  Oeov  and  afterwards 
forms  part  of  that  Justice.  First,  we  say,  precedes  and 
leads  to  it  by  believing  in  the  Gospel,  AiKaioavvr}  <yap 
Oeov  iv  avrw  (so.  to  evayyekiov  rov  X.)  airoKaXvirTerai 
(1)  e/c  irlarew'i  (2)  et?  TrlaTiv.  These  are  the  three  inter- 
pretations which  are  applications  of  the  *  naturalist' prin- 
ciple; that  is  which  take  the  (j)vo-ei  to  signify  the  natural 
endowments  of  man.  But  the  true  apprehension  of  the 
aim  and  argument  of  our  passage  involves  the  rejection 
of  the  'naturalist'  interpretation  of  the  word,  and  also 
of  its  connexion  with  the  iroioio-iv.  Instead  of  the 
'  naturalist '  we  maintain  the  '  economic'  interpretation  of 
the  (fivaei,  and  instead  of  joining  it  with  the  rrroLOicnv, 
we  follow  Smalcius,  Bengel,  Usteri  Riickert  (1st.  Ed. 
Comm.  Rom.)  and  join  it  to  e')(ovTa.-\  "Orav  yap  eOvq  ra 
fir)  vofJbov  eyovra  (f)va€i,  to,  tov  vofiov  iroLMaiv  ovtol  k.t.X. 
'  For  when  the  Gentiles,  who  have  not  the  i/o/io?  in,  or  by, 
their  constitution,  do  the  justices  {or  things)  of  the  v6fjLo<i 

*  In  the  case  of  adults. 

t  Jowett  countenances  either  connexion.  "  ^van,"  he  says  "  may  either 
be  taken  with  iroiiLaiv,  as  in  the  English  Version,  or  with  vofiov  txovra  : 
'  When  the  Gentiles  who  have  not  the  Law  by  nature  or  originally.'  The 
latter  mode  of  construing  the  passage  is  in  some  degree  confirmed  by 
Gal.  ii.  15,  riixilg  ^vati  'lovSalot,  Eph.  ii.  3.  riicva  ipicTH  opyrjg  :  and  Rom. 
ii.  27,  t)  tK  (pvcftojs  dicpojivaTia."  Meyer  is  certainly  against  joining  the 
(pian  with  the  txovra,  but  is  not,  we  think,  so  decidedly  opposed  to  it  as 
Fritzsche.  He  says :  "  Most  expositors  "  adopt  the  ^van  ttoioxtiv.  But 
(1)  neither  Fritzsche  nor  Meyer  have  perceived  the  real  argument  of  the 
passage,  and  so  (2)  both  take  the  fvffu  in  the  '  naturalist "  way  without  a 
qualm. 
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these/  &c.  To  explain  our  view  we  would  here  present 
BengePs  comment,  changing,  however,  'nascuntur,'  &c. 
for  'constituuntur/  "  Gentes  sunt  natura  (i.e.  per  se  ut  con- 
stituuntur  {not  *  nascuntur^)  non  ut  homines  sed  ut  gentes) 
Legis  expertes :  cum  Judaei  sint  natura  Judeei,  Gal.  ii.  15 
— T)fjL€l<i  <l>va-€t^lovBaloi — adeoque  Legemhabeant  natura"* 
{h.e.  ut  constituuntur  non  ut  homines  sed  ut  Judaei). 

^vaec  we  say  here  denotes  *  constitution*  in  its  '  eco- 
nomic' aspect.  It  means  the  state  or  condition  to  which 
one  is  formed  :t  Formed,  not  by  God's  appointment 
through  the  '  laws  of  nature,'  but  by  God's  ordinance  of 
supervening  economy :  Constitution  not  the  result  of 
natural  ordinance  but  of  other  divine  dispensation. 
There  are,  on  the  one  hand,  the  ^va-L<i  eOvLK-q,  and  the 
<f>va-c<i  ^lovSaiKT),  (*  economic') :  on  the  other  there  are  the 
Beta  ^v<ri<;  and  the  <^vcn<i  dvOpfomvr]  and  the  Orjpeia 
<f)va-t<i  (naturalist) .  Again  the  word  does  not  here  signify 
'  by  birth'  or  '  by  origin' — ck  <y€vov<;,  ex  natalihus, — ^but 
expresses  a  result,  a  complexion  or  sum  total  of  con- 
dition ;  no  retrospective  reference  whatever  being  had  to 
origin  or  process  of  formation ;  nor,  as  to  the  derivation 
of  the  term  itself,  any  regard  being  paid  to  etymological 
considerations.  And  thus  we  find  the  Latin  'natura' 
used  and  the  German  '  natur '  and  the  English  '  nature.' 
In  all  four  languages  the  word  admits  of  modification 

*  Bengel,  Gnomon.    Rom.  ii.  14. 

t  See  Passow  :  ^vaiq.    Div.  4,  and  Stephanos  (ed.  Hase  and  Dindorf ). 
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resting  on  the  ho^B^^  formation, — as  could  easily  be  shown.* 
And  this  '  formation '  can  be  the  result  either  of  '  natural' 
or  of  '  economic'  order.  '  When  the  Gentiles  who  have 
not  the  v6/jbo<;  in,  or  by,  their  constitutional  state,'  &c., — 
in  that  state  or  condition  which  it  has  pleased  God  to 
bestow  upon  them  in  this  world.  Classical  comparisons 
are,  beyond  a  certain  point,  of  no  help  here  or  next  to 
none ;  seeing  thai  cfivo-et  has  with  St.  Paul  associations 
very  different  from  those  which  it  would  have  with 
Demosthenes  or  Aristotle.  In  our  passage,  as  well  as  in 
ver.  27,  97  e'/c  ^ucreco?  aKpo^varia,  and  in  Galatians  ii.  15, 
r]fi€t<i  cf)V(Tet  'lovSaioL  we  find  the  word  associated  with 
six  things  about  which  the  Greek  writers  knew  nothing ; 
(1)  the  fo/A09,  (2)  BLKaio<i,  (3)  dfiaprla,  (4)  'IovSalo<;, 
(5)  Gentile,  (6)  6eo<;.  As  to  the  (f)va€i  being  placed  after 
the  e')(pvra  instead  of  before  the  /x^  vofiov  [ra  (pvcreL  firj 
vofiov  e')(pvTa),  it  would  seem  that  the  writer  does  not 
design  to  assert  that  the  Gentiles  had  not  the  vofia  as 
against  some  one  alleging  that  they  had  (comp.  rol';  fxr) 
^va€t  ovat  ^eoi<?,  Gal.  iv.  8),  nor  to  indicate  their  state  even 
negatively,  but  rather  to  bring  out  the  full  nature  of  the 
e^etz^  in  order  that  when  repeated  it  may  contrast  all  the 

*  Thus  (1)  Cicero  says,  '  A'atwra  Deorum,'  meaning  the  sum  of  their 
attributes  or  qualities.  (2)  Caesar  says,  •  natura  fl^^,min^s  '  though  part  of 
its  channel  might  have  been  a  canal.  (3)  We  speak  of  the  'nature  '  of  an 
argument,  the  '  nature'  of  a  piece  of  machinery,  the  '  nature '  of  the 
Argumentum  Velatum  and  we  say  that  it  turns  on  the  '  nature '  of  the 
VUjXOC.  &c.,  &c. 


THE  SEVEN  POINTS.  115 

more  forcibly  with  the  iavToi^;  elatv.  ovtoc  vofiov  firj 
t)(ovTe^  iavToh  elaiv  vofWi.  The  (f)va€i  is  an  amplification 
or  explanation  or  development  of  the  e^ovra, — preparing 
the  €j(ovT€<;  for  its  fuU  antithesis.  St.  Paul  indicates 
what  it  is  to  'have'  the  1/0/X09 — the  mode  in  which  the 
Gentiles  would  '  have*  it  if  they  had  it.  Therefore  the 
^vaet  should  be  kept  closely  with  the  exovra.  The 
Apostle^  we  submit,  like  any  other  Hellenist  writer,  was 
quite  at  liberty  to  place  the  ^vaet  according  to  the  light 
which  had  to  be  thrown  on  some  particular  aspect  of  the 
predicate  in  which  it  occurs  and  which  is  here  introduced 
by  the  ra.  At  the  same  time,  if  it  can  be  better  proved 
that  (f)V(rei  means  '  by  birth,*  '  by  origin,*  ex  yevovi;,  by 
all  means  let  it  be  so  proved.  But  '  nature*  in  the  sense 
of  natural  endowment,  'natura*  in  the  sense  proper  to 
the  Augustinian-Pelagian  controversy  it  cannot  and  does 
not  mean.  For  the  reason  that  the  eOvrj  here  adduced  are 
presented  to  us  in  the  sphere  of  Faith  and  Grace,  in  the 
supernatural  and  not  in  the  natural  sphere.  With  such  a 
meaning  the  word  would  become  in  this  passage,  as  it 
were,  '  the  Fleece  of  Gideon,' — dry  when  all  around  was 
saturated. 

But  apart  from  all  such  considerations  as  recommend 
the  'economic*  interpretation  of  the  word  and  its  union 
with  the  e^ovra, — so  that  instead  of  being  opposed  to 
the  vofio'i  it  actually  comhines  with  it, — we  must  ever 
keep  clearly  before  the  mind  the  fact  of  the  Argumentvm 

8  * 
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Velatum,  tlie  argument  which  turns  on  the  reciprocal 
relations  of  Justice  and  the  v6^o<i;  the  argument  which 
designs  to  bring  home  to  the  mind  of  the  Jew  and  the 
Judaiser  the  profound  but  to  him  startling  truth :  '  Lex 
non  trahit  Justitiam  sed  Justitia  Legem  -/  the  argu- 
ment which  fills  the  whole  of  the  chapter  from  this 
passage  onward  to  the  end ;  and  leads  to  the  question 
ri  ovv  TO  irepicrcrov  rov  ^lovhalov  rj  TL<i  rj  ax^eKeta  rr]<; 
7r€pLT0fjb7]<; ;  It  is  in  contemplating  and  comprehending 
this  reasoning  that  we  become  aware  of  the  necessity  of 
reconsidering  the  meaning  and  connexion  of  the  ^uo-et 
and  then  of  rejecting  what  has  been  so  long  and  so  widely 
— we  should  rather  say  so  constantly  and  universally — 
accepted  about  the  words  in  these  two  respects. 

The  main  reason  then  for  adopting,  with  a  slight 
modification,  the  Bengelian  instead  of  the  common 
construction  is  to  be  found  in  the  discovery  of  the  true 
argument  of  the  Apostle  in  this  famous  passage.  An 
argument  which  receives  confirmatory  evidence  both  from 
the  three  phrases  :  (1)  ra  rov  vo/xov  TroLwacv,  (2)  eavToi<i 
elcTLV  v6fJio<;,  (3)  rb  epyov  rov  vo/llov  ypaTrrov  k.t.j.,  and 
also  from  the  remainder  of  the  chapter  where  St.  Paul 
presses  home  the  same  principle  with  the  Jew.  For  in  fact 
the  rest  of  the  chapter  from  ver.  17  (the  oratio  splendida 
ac  vehemens  of  Estius),  is  an  application  of  two  things — 
(1)  a  principle  and  (2)  a  fact.  The  principle  :  Lex  non 
trahit  Justitiam  sed  Justitia  Legem.     The  fact :  that  the 
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Gentiles  who  have  not  the  v6fio<;  do  nevertheless  vii'tually 
fulfil  it  to  the  point  or  being  SUaiot  vapa  Beat.  Why  the 
Apostle  takes  this  course  we  shall  clearly  see  when  we 
come  to  the  Travre?  rjfiaprov  of  the  following  chapter. 

Further  the  true  nature  (hitherto  unperceived)  of 
St.  PauPs  reasoning  affords  a  solid  answer  to  a  very 
strong  objection.  The  objection,  namely,  of  the  for- 
midable, nay  at  first  sight  overwhelming,  combination 
of  exegetical  testimony  and  authority  adverse  to  our 
explanation  of  the  (^va-ei.  It  is  a  consensus  extending 
from  Tertullian  and  Origen  down  to  Beeleu  and  Franzelin 
among  Intrinsicists, — from  Calvin  and  Melancthon  down 
to  Meyer  and  De  Wette,  Vaughan  and  Alford  among 
Extrinsicists.  For  we  are  not  to  except  even  St. 
Augustine  and  his  followers  ancient  and  modem.  The 
vofio^  ten  times  repeated  all  have  understood  in  relation  (1) 
to  authoritative  teaching  and  (2)  to  the  party  instructed. 
All,  but  a  few,  have  opposed  it  to  the  (ftvaei.  All  but  a 
few  have  joined  the  ^uaei  to  the  Troiayaiv.  And  even 
those  few  have  been  led  to  combine  the  v6/j,o<;  with  the 
(f>v(rei  from  a  consideration  of  the  77  e'/c  (pvaeayf;  aKpo^varia, 
ver.  27,  and  the  r}fiel<i  (f>va-€L  ^lovSaZot,  of  Gal.  ii.  15,  and 
another  passage  or  so,  and  not  from  any  knowledge 
whatever  or  even  glimpse  of  the  Argumentum  Velatum. 
But  now  if  no  expositor  ancient  or  modern  ever 
entertained  the  conception  of  the  real  argument  here, 
much  less  grasped  it  either  in  itself  or  in  its  connexion 


118  ON  THE  FOUR  TAP. 

with  what  precedes  and  what  follows  it  in  this  chapter, 
then  the  construction  of  former  exegetes  cannot  be 
recognized  either  as  conclusive  or  even  as  a  final  decision 
on  their  part.  The  full  state  of  the  case  was  not  before 
them.  Had  they  known  all  that  could  be  said  for  the 
new  explanation  many,  or  even  all,  might  have  altered 
their  mind.  In  the  face  of  new  evidence  judgments 
formed  without  such  evidence  lose  the  weight  naturally 
attaching  to  unanimity.  To  the  objection  therefore  of 
adverse  ^ consensus^  we  oppose  the  answer  of  'discovery'. 
If  that  answer  be  true  in  fact  it  is  clearly  valid  in 
argument.  The  truth  is,  the  Passage  of  the  four  jap, 
so  variously  explained  hitherto,  has  never  yet  been 
satisfactorily  explained.  Expositors  never  went  below 
the  surface  of  the  text,  never  questioned  the  successive 
propositions  of  vv.  12,  13,  14,  so  as  to  enter  into  the 
nature  and  relation  of  things  and  see  below  or  behind 
the  surface  of  those  propositions  in  which  the  reasoning 
lies  wrapt.  Let  questions  be  put.  Why  should  the 
uKpoaral  vofJiov  not  be  justified  'with  God'?  Because 
of  the  nature  of  the  v6/u,o<;  and  its  relation  to  the 
SiKaLoavvr}.  Justice  is  the  end  and  content  of  the  v6/jbo<;. 
The  v6fio<;  is  the  depository  and  standard  of  justice,  the 
manifestation  and  ordinance  of  justice,  the  documentutn 
justitice  authoritatively  setting  it  forth.  The  voixo^  is  the 
Letter  and  Tables  of  the  Law — which  is  the  Will  of  God 
which,  as  St.  Augustine  says,  is  Justice.    Understand  the 
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v6fio<i,  here,  primarily  or  merely  as  a  regula  dingens, 
jubens  ei  jtidicans  and  (1)  the  force  of  the  SiKaLcodrjaovTat 
(with  its  SiKuiot  irapa  Beat)  will  never  be  fully  com- 
prehended, and  (2)  the  orav  yap,  will  never  be  properly 
adjusted.  For  either  it  will  be  joined  to  a  proposition 
with  which  it  has  no  sort  of  connexion,  or  it  will  be 
wrongly  and  unscientifically  '  fitted  on*  to  the  proposition 
with  which  it  is  connected, — being  in  fact,  by  means  of  a 
fabricated  object,  made  to  depend  upon,  or  rather  frotri 
a  verse  which  it  is  intended  by  the  writer  to  sustain.  He 
introducing  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  Jews  rather  than  for 
the  sake  of  the  Gentiles.  The  heavy  objection,  therefore, 
of  adverse  consensus  (for  let  the  combination  be  taken 
for  a  consensus  of  expositors  or  commentators  from 
Tertullian  and  Origen  to  those  of  the  present  time)  we 
meet  with  the  force  of  discovery — the  greatest  force  of 
all.* 

We  will  conclude  on  this  point  with  the  following 
observations. 

1.  If  the  (jjvaec  be  taken  with  the  iroLOicriv  we  should 
thereby  introduce  a  thought  foreign  to  the  connexion, — 
foreign  to  the  Apostle's  purpose.  He  would  in  that  case 
be  deviating  from  the  simple  direct  line  of  his  argument. 
He  means :  '  When  the  Gentiles  do  the  things  of  the 
v6fio<i  (never  mind  how ;  that  is  not  the  point)  they  are 

*  In  a  word  ;  the  more  the  Argument  of  the  Passage  is  nnderstood,  the 
more  oar  explanation,  &c.,  of  the  <pv(jti  will  be  appreciated. 
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themselves  tlie  v6fjbo<i.'  His  argument  turns  on  the 
present  result  of  justice,  not  on  the  means  of  its 
attainment.  To  turn  aside  from  his  path  to  name  how 
they  attained  to  actual  righteousness  would  be  worse  than 
superfluous  or  irrelevant,,  it  would  be  positively  mis- 
leading,— inasmuch  as  he  would  thus  draw  off  the 
attention  from  the  real  point  of  the  argument  to  a  point 
which  has  nothing  to  do  with  it.  The  simplicity  there- 
fore and  directness  of  the  reasoning  is  a  distinct  ground 
for  joiuing  the  (f)va€L  with  the  e'^ovra  and  combining  it 
with  the  v6fMo<;.  Then  St.  Paul  severely  presents  an 
argument  of  the  greatest  importance  to  his  case  without 
any  such  deviation,  or  rather  '  extravagance/  as  would 
distract  his  reader,  and  by  needlessly  embarrassing  his 
reasoning  weaken  its  purity  and  force. 

2.  The  (f>vaei,  joined  with  the  e^ovTa  not  indistinctly 
indicates  a  certain  kind  of  BiKaioavvr}  pertaining  to  the 
v6fio<;  and  enjoyed  by  those  who  had  the  irepLTOfirj  and  the 
vofJioOea-ia.  A  sort  of  initiatory  justice ;  a  preliminary 
and  a  preparatory,  yet  (if  the  v6fjbo<i  were  not  fulfilled)  an 
evanescent  righteousness.  The  Jews  were  a  consecrated 
race — a  holy  people.  Circumcision  was  a  seal  of  justice. 
Abraham  arjixelov  eka^e  wepLTo^rj^i  aippaylSa  r^? 
Si,Kaioavv'r}<i  Trj<i  irlcrTe(o<i  t?}?  ev  rfj  aKpo^vcrria  (iv.  11). 
Those  who  bore  that  seal  were  in  a  manner  consecrated 
to  begin  with.  ^But/  says  St.  Paul  in  effect,  'the 
Gentiles,  who  do  not    share    this    privileged   <f)uaL<;  'lou 
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halKT],  when  they  fulfil  the  justices  of  the  i/o/xo?  are  just 
with  God,  and  are  themselves  the  '  v6fio<i\  While  the 
chosen  people,  if  not  fulfilling  the  vo/xo^,  are,  in  spite  of 
their  <f>v<Ti<;,  not  just  with  God; — if  Trapa^aTot  vofiov, 
they  are  in  spite  of  their  consecrated  position  and  con- 
dition, nevertheless  dfiaprcoXol.  And  is  there  not  a 
striking  affinity  of  thought  and  reasoning  between  this 
passage  and  that  other  famous  passage  commencing 
with  :  ?7/u.et9  (f)vaeL  ^lovSatoi,  and  ending  with :  el  yap  Sia 
vofiov  SiKaiooTJVT)  Xptcrro?  Bcopeav  airidavev  ?  As  then 
on  the  one  hand  joining  the  <f>va-€t  with  the  iroiaxriv  only 
tends  to  embarrass  the  Apostle,  so,  on  the  other,  to  join  it 
with  the  e'xpvra  and  combine  it  with  the  v6fio<;,  enlarges 
him.  And  is  there  not  yet  again  an  affinity  between  our 
passage  and  the  words  :  koI  Kpuvel  77  eV  (pvaeoi'i  aKpo^varia 
rov  vo/Jbov  rekovaa  <re  rov  Sia  <ypdfifiaTo<;  kol  7repiT0fxrj<i 
Trapa^aTrjv    vofjuov    (ver.  27).     rj  e/c  <^v<ie(o<;  aKpo^varia  : 

*  He   who  is  of  the   state  of  the  Uncircumcision,^    not 

*  the  Uncircumcision  by  nature.'  '  The  Uncircumcision' 
(17  aKpo^va-Tia)  does  not  come  from  nature.  St.  Paul  is 
not  speaking  here  of  a  physical  fact,  but  as  it  were  of 
a  '  people'.  What  brings  into  existence  '  the  Uncircum- 
cision' ?  Not  the  physical  fact  but  plainly  '  the  Cir- 
cumcision'. Take  away  'the  Circumcision',  and  what 
becomes  of  *  the  Uncircumcision '?  They  cease  to  exist. 
For  they  came  into  existence  only  by  the  divinely-ordered 
existence  of  the  other  People.     So  that  the  determining 
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principle  of  the  two  classes  is  '  economic '  not  '  natural'. 
It  is  tlie  ordinance  of  God  to  the  Jews^  not  natural 
formation.  It  cannot  be  well  shown  that  the  17  e/c 
<f)vcreco<i  aKpo^varta  is  antithetical  to  the  97  irepirofirj  crov 
aKpo^varia  yijovev.  For  that  would  present  us  with 
Hhe  Uncircumcisiou'  by  nature  and  'the  Uncircumcision' 
by  sin.  A  false  classification.  For  let  the  Jew  sin  ever 
so  much  he  is  still  of  '  the  Circumcision'.  Let  a  Gentile 
be  never  so  just  with  God  yet  he  is  still  of  '  the  Uncir- 
cumcision'.* 

(3)  If  the  (pvaec  be  joined  to  the  iroLOiaLv,  and  so 
opposed  to  the  v6fjio<i,  and  if  the  v6/jbo<i  he,  as  in  fact  it  is, 
the  Mosaic  Law  (here  looked  at  especially  in  its  moral 
aspect),  and  if  by  ^ixrei  be  understood  natural  endow- 
ments or,  at  all  events,  the  light  and  teaching  of  nature, 
then,  from  the  juxtaposition  of  the  words,  it  would 
strongly  seem  to  follow  that,  to  remove  the  v6/jio<;  from 
man,  was  to  throw  him  back  upon  bare  nature.  As  if 
those  who  had  not  the  vo/xo'i  had  only  nature  to  sustain 
them  !  Yet  down  to  the  time  of  Moses  the  v6/jio<i  was 
'  not ':  cifiapTLa,  says  St.  Paul  speaking  of  the  period 
between  the  fall  of  Adam  and  the  Sinaitic  Institute,  ovk 
eWoyeiTai  fir)  6vto<;  vofiou.  But  the  Patriarchs  were  not 
in  a  state  of  nature  in  respect  of  God  and  justification  of 
life,     avofxol  they  certainly  were  if  the  Jews  were  the 

*  And,  to  the  blind  eyes  of  the  'lovSaioQ,  still  ajxapTcoXbt;.      Conip.  Kai 
oi'K  i^  tOvaiv  cifiaprwXoi.     Gal.  ii.  15. 
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evvofiol.  But  they  were  within  the  supernatural  sphere 
both  as  to  Faith  and  justifying  grace.  Otherwise  they 
could  never  have  been  justified  and  saved.  Comp.  Gal. 
ii.  16.  ov  SiKatovrai,  dv6pco7ro<;.  .  .  iav  firj  Bia  iria-rew^ 
I.  X.  "Witness  Abel,  Enoch,  Noah,  Job,  Melchisedic  and 
Abraham, — who  was  justified  not  being  in  circumcision 
but  uncircumcision, — and  all  others.  It  is  plain  then 
that,  (unless  the  eOvrj  of  ver.  14  be  supposed  heathen 
which  in  fact  they  are  not)  to  remove  the  i/o/ito?  does  not 
throw  man  back  upon  nature.  But  the  opposition  of  the 
(pvaet  to  the  v6/jLo<i  leads  naturally  and  cogently  to  this 
very  conclusion.  Therefore  the  former  is  not  opposed  to 
but  combines  with  the  latter.  And  this  consideration 
hits  Pelagius  who  certainly  regarded  the  v6fio<;  of 
St.  PauPs  Epistles  as  meaning  the  Mosaic  Law.  In  order 
to  avail  himself  of  a  favourite  passage  and  of  a, — to 
him, — all-important  word  he  ascribes  to  the  Apostle  an 
alternative  which  is  not  an  alternative. 

(4)  The  'economic^  construction  of  ^ucret  in  our 
passage  is  suggested  and  supported  by  the  ?7/iet9  (f>v(rei 
^lovSatoi,  Kol  ouK  i^  eOvSiv  dfiaprcoXol  of  Gal.  ii.  15,  a 
passage  which  no  less  an  e:s.egete  than  Ellicott  considers 
"  important  as  serving  to  fix  the  meaning  of  (jiva-cL  in 
'  loci  dogmatici^."  But  if  so  it  will  especially  help  us  in 
the  'locus  dogmaticus'  before  us.  Both  are  connected 
with  (1)  Jew,  (2)  Gentile,  (3)  sin,  (4)  justice,  (5)  the 
v6fio<i,  and  (6)  God.     Now  if  the  <j>vaei  of  Galatians  ii.  1 5, 
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meant  by  'nature'  or  'origin/  then  the 'louSaiot  would 
seem  to  be  contrasted  by  the  Apostle  with  'proselytes  :' 
€K  yevovii  'louSatot  koI  ov  irpoarfKvroL.  Accordingly 
Theodore  of  Mopsuesta,  Ellicott  and  Lightfoot  do  so 
contrast  them.  But  in  fact  St.  Paul  opposes  them,  not 
to  proselytes,  but  to  Gentiles — sinners.  The  antithesis  of 
the  Apostle  should  be  taken  as  it  stands,  and  not  be 
overlaid  with  another.  In  the  next  place,  in  order,  as  it 
were,  to  onatch  the  <^vaei,  the  words  e^  eOvoiv  have  been 
taken  by  Meyer  and  others  to  mean  '  descended  from  the 
Gentiles\  But  the  e'^  idvcov  does  not  mean  'of  Gentile 
descent', — as  Lightfoot  has  rightly  pointed  out, — but 
means  'belonging  to'  or  'taken  from  among'  —  the 
Gentiles.  Like  the  toU  i^  iOvMv  and  the  rtvh  i^  ■^fXMv 
of  Acts  XV.  23,  24,  or  the  av  i^  uvtmv  el  of  Matt.  xxvi.  73, 
or  the  e^palo^i  i^  e^paloiv  of  Phil.  iii.  5.  ri[xel<i  (f)va€i, 
'lovBaioL  KOi  ovK  i^  eOvwv  d/u,apT(o\ol.  The  opposition  we 
submit  is  not  '  ethnical' ; — what  have  d/xaprcoXol,  which 
is  the  pointed  opposite  of  'louSatot,  to  do  with  race  ? — 
but,  as  being  closely  connected  with  the  question  of 
justification,  '  economic'.  The  term  ^lovBaloc  comprehends 
within  itself  the  'constitution'  or  resultant  condition  of 
the  TrepiTOfir)  and  the  vojxo'i  and  intimates  a  consecrated 
state, — a  kind  of  inchoate  BtKaioavvrj  which  the  Gentiles 
{to,  eOvrj  ra  fir)  vo/xov  e')(^ovTa  (j>v(T€t)  were  without,  and 
being  without  were  regarded  by  those  Jews,  who  were 
ignorant  of  true  righteousness,  as  dfiaprcoXol.    What  was 
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their  <j)vo-i<;  ?  To  be  'lovBaloi.  The  emphasis  therefore 
falls,  not  on  <f>v<Tec  where  Theodore,  Ellicott  and  Lightfoot 
would  place  it,  but  upon  'lovSaloc.  While  the  corre- 
sponding emphasis  is  on  d/MapraXol.  And  the  77/i€t9  is 
not  simply  'we'  as  men,  nor  merely  'we'  nationally,  but 
*we'  in  the  religious  aspect,  in  relation  to  God  and 
Salvation. 

5.  Lastly,  as  on  the  one  hand  the  Passage  of  the  Four 
7ap,  rightly  understood,  does  not  serve  the  purpose 
either  of  Suarez  or  of  Franzelin,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
serves  not  the  purpose  of  Pelagius.  (1)  Not  of  Suarez ; 
because  he  applies  it  to  sustain  his  'position'  that  fallen 
man  can,  without  special  help,  sometimes  do  good  moral 
works.  'Potest  homo  lapsus  sine  auxilio  speciali  aliquando 
bene  moraliter  operari.'*  But  (1)  the  Gentiles  of  ver.  14 
are  within  the  sphere  of  Grace  and  Faith,  are  just  before 
God,  being  justified  by  the  SiKaiocrvvT}  deov ;  and  (2)  it  is 
because  they  are  so  that  they  are  here  introduced.  (2) 
Not  of  Franzelin;  because  he  applies  it  to  sustain  his 
'  position';  '  Paulus  Apostolus  disserte  docet  legem 
moralem  absolute  obligantem  esse  cognascihilem  et 
cognitam  a  gentibus  per  vires  rationis  citra  positivam 
ejusdem  legis  revelationem,'  &c.t  But  (1)  the  Apostle 
is  not  here  speaking  de  notitid — de  cognitione  veritatum 
— ^but  de  jjistitid.      The   v6fio<i  under   which   the   Jews 

*  Suarez  de  necessitate  gratiae  ad  opera  naturalia.     Lib.  i.  c.  8.  n.  4. 
f  Cardinal  Franzelin  De  Deo  Uno  secnndam  nataram.  Cap.  i.  Thesis  .3. 
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claimed  SiKatocrvvr}  irapa  Oew  is  liere  presented  in  relation 
to  SiKaiocrvvT]  tt.  6.  and  not  as  a  regula  dirigens,  &c.  And 
the  Gentiles  here  are  not  in  a  state  of  nature  and  living 
by  the  light  of  natural  endowment,  but  within  the  sphere 
of  Justifying  Grace  and  living  by  the  light  of  Faith. 
There  is  not  one  single  Mnfidelis'  among  them.  (See 
Franzelin  and  Estius.)  Moreover,  the  Gentiles  of  these 
verses  are  one  with  the  uKpo^varia  of  ver.  26.*  The 
connexion  of  thought  is  the  same,  and  the  fact  and  the 
principle  established  in  vor.  14  are  argumentatively,  and 
with  great  rhetorical  force,  pressed  home  in  vv.  26, 27,  28, 
and  29.     '  Lex  non  trahit  justitiam  sed  justitia  legem.' 

(3)  Not  of  Pelagius ;  because,  if  the  Gentiles  could  by 
the  sole  powers  and  force  of  nature  so  fulfil  the  v6^o<i 
(virtually)  as  to  be  just  with  God  in  its  fulfilment,  then 
must  they  possess  of  themselves  and  from  themselves 
and  in  themselves  the  sources  of  true  justice ;  h.e.  of 
righteousness  before  God.  But  the  ScKaioavvr}  by  which 
man  (1)  possesses  the  Grace  of  Justice  and  (2)  is  made 
capable  of  so  fulfilling  the  v6/jUo<i,  as,  in  its  fulfilment,  to 
be  hUat,o<i  irapa  Oew,  is  a  gift  of  justice  coming  down 
from  heaven.  It  is  a  ScKaLoavvr)  Oeov  freely  bestowed 
upon  man,  w^ho  lacking  it  is  necessarily  vcpi'  dfiapriav  and 
dfjLapTco\o<; :  as  can  be  clearly  gathered  from  what  the 
Apostle  says  in  the  two  following  chapters.  The  (jyvaei 
therefore  cannot  mean  viribus  naturce.  Man  cannot 
*  Ofp.  Franzelin,  who  separates  them  with  a  'plurimum  dififert.' 
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become  just,  without  the  gift  of  the  hiKaioavvrj  Oeov, 

either  by  the  teaching  of  nature  or  by  that  of  the  v6fio<i.* 

The  argument  demonstrates  this  point ;  and  the  evidence 

of  the  argument  overpowers  the  evidence  pretended  from 

a  single  word.      The  logical  conclusion  is  most  strong — 

nay,   irresistible.      But   the    lexical   conclusion   brought 

forward  to  cancel  it,  weak  and  quite  inconclusive.     The 

word  <j)va€i  could  mean  *by  nature/  but  it  need  not  mean 

it,  and  here  it  does  not.    And  the  same  reasoning  applies 

to   the   Koi    Kpivel   17    e*   <f)vcr€Q)<i  aKpo^vtrria,  tov  vofiov 

reXovaa  ae.  k.t.X.  of  ver.  27.     But  though  the  passage 

does  not  serve  the  purposes  of  Suarez  or  of  Franzelin  on 

the   right   hand,    nor   of  Pelagius  on   the   left,   it  does 

establish  the  Intrinsic  and  exclude  the  Extrinsic  system  of 

Justification  by  Faith  :  it  and  the  remainder  of  the  chapter 

along  with  it.     It  shows  what  the  hiKaioavvTj  e/c  irurreaKf 

is  in  its  nature.     For  here  we  have  a  veritable  actual 

hiKaioavvTj  irapa  0eS  laid  down  both  for  Jew  and  Gentile, 

— a  justice  'of  life*,  a  justice  et?  amrrfpiav.    For  Salvation 

or   Reprobation   is   the  background   of  the   Argument 

(ver.  5,  ff.).      Now  there  is  but  one  such,  namely  the 

hiKcuoavvTf    Oeov.      Therefore    this    ScKaio<ruvrj    (of    the 

v6fio<i)  must  be  that  SiKaioavm].     "  Haec  descriptio,"  says 

Melancthon,  "est  justitia  legis  qui  nihil  impedit — nihil 

*  Comp.  Cone.  Trid.  Sess.  VI,  Canon  I,  which  contaias  the  true  key  of 
Romans  and  Galatians  on  Justification,  as,  on  the  other  hand,  Lather's 
'  Argnmentam'  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians  (Comm.  Gal.)  is  his  own 
and  a  false  key. 
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prorsus  impedit, — alia  dicta  de  justitia  fidei/^  Whose 
'justitia  fidei'?  Whose  'alia  dicta'?  St.  Paul's  or 
Melancthon's  ?  Certainly  the  Apostle's  '  justitia  legis' 
nothing  hinders  the  Apostle's  '  justitia  fidei',  for  they  are 
one  and  the  same  thing  looked  at  in  a  different  connexion 
and  from  a  different  point  of  view.  But  Melancthon's  ! 
Is  it  not  plain  that  St.  Paul's  'justitia  legis'  effaces 
the  Reformer's  very  conception  of  the  'justitia  fidei'? 
St.  Paul's  'justitia  legis'  here  is  not  the  epya  v6/xov 
of  Romans  and  Galatians.  But  Melancthon's  '  justitia 
legis'  is. 

6.  Comparing  Pelagius  with  Luther  for  a  moment,  in 
connexion  with  this  passage,  we  see  that  the  former 
erred  as  to  the  source  and  nature  of  the  BiKaioavvr), 
holding  that  it  could  arise  from  nature,  and  so  be  natural 
and  not  supernatural  in  its  formation ;  while  he  was 
right  in  his  conception  of  it  in  its  relation  to  man, 
namely  in  his  conception  of  it  as  intrinsic  as  being 
within  and  not  without  the  soul.  In  this  he  was  right, 
and  in  this  St.  Augustine  and  he  agreed, — and  agreed  as 
a  matter  of  course.  It  was  never  questioned  between 
them.  They  entertained  no  other  conception.  As  far  as 
we  know,  no  other  conception  of  the  BiKaioa-vvr}  ^o)?}?* 
(than  that  it  was  simply  intrinsic)  ever  occurred  to  them; 
notwithstanding  all  their   erudition  and    their   intimate 

*  Or  SiKaioavvT)  Otov — which,  in  the  case  of  the  Justification  of  adults 
is  IK  TriaTtii)^. 
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knowledge  of  the  Pauline  Epistles.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  as  to  Luther,  we  see  plainly  both  from  this  passage 
and  from  this  argument  of  the  four  yap,  that  he  erred  as 
to  his  conception  of  the  BiKatoa-vv-rj  ^(orj<;  in  its  relation  to 
man,  namely,  in  his  conception  of  it  as  being  purely 
extrinsic,  as  being  not  within  but  without  the  soul ;  not 
within — as  the  aSiKut  and  the  da-efieta,  and  the  ■xprfaroTi]';, 
and  the  ayaOoa-vvr)  would  be, — but,  ascriptive,  imputative, 
existing  for  man  only  in  a  divine  Xoyia-fw^ — not  in- 
trinsic as  to  man  and  objective  as  to  God,  but  extrinsic 
as  to  man  and  subjective  with  God.  A  BcKaioavvrj 
arising  from  a  divine  decision  or  regard  or  view.  By 
this  view  man  is  placed  in  the  state  or  relation  of 
hUata  irapa  0eS  for  Christ^s  sake — upon  the  exercise 
however,  on  his  part,  of  the  ttutti'?  I.  X.  Yet  Luther 
was  right  as  to  the  source  and  origin  of  the  SiKaioavvij 
^(orj^  or  Oeov.  He  brought  the  gift  of  righteousness  down 
to  man  from  God  through  Christ.  Where  Pelagius  was 
wrong ;  sc.  in  deriving  the  8ik.  from  natui-al  sources 
Luther  was  right, — in  deriving  it  from  the  free  gift  of 
God.  Where  the  British  monk  was  right,  sc.  in  his 
intrinsic  conception  of  the  Sik,  the  Gei-man  monk  was 
wrong, — in  his  extrinsic  conception  of  it.  Moreover, 
Luthor  was  the  fii'st  to  form  this  extrinsic  conception 
of  'the  righteousness  by  Faith',  from  the  Epistles  of 
St.  Paul.  Having  formed  it  he  opposed  it  to  the  intrinsic 
Justice  taught  by  the  monks  and  schoolmen  of  his  day — 

9 
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who  drew  theirs,  as  from  other  sources  so  from  the 
Fathers  of  the  Church,  and  notably  from  St.  Augustine, 
himself, — the  weightiest  and  most  conspicuous  of  them 
all  inasmuch  as  he  was  esteemed,  par  excellence,  the 
Doctor  of  Grace  and  Justification. 


Point  4. — (1)  Travra^  y^'  afiaprlav  elvai.    Rom.  iii.  9. 

(2)  'wdvre'i  yap  ruxaprov.    iii.  23. 

(3)  €0'  cS  irdvre^  rjfiapTOV.    v.  12. 

(4)  avveKkecaev      t)     <ypa(j)7}     to,     Trdvra     vtto 

dfiapriav.     Gal.  iii.  22. 

The  fact  of  Intrinsic  justice  before  God,  in  the  case 
both  of  Jew  and  Gentile,  the  Circumcision  and  the  Un- 
circumcision,  being  established  in  the  Second  Chapter  of 
Homans  from  end  to  end,  and  the  great  principle  '  Lex 
non  trahit  Justitiam  sed  Justitia  Legem',  (which  is 
argumentatively  produced  in  our  passage  and  argu- 
mentatively  employed  through  the  remainder  of  the 
chapter),  being  also  established:  two  very  important 
consequences  follow, — consequences  which  are  inevitable 
and  which  vitally  affect  the  meaning  of  the  succeeding 
chapters.  The  first  of  these  is  that  (1)  the  Travra?  of 
chap.  iii.  9  {7rdvra<i  v<f  dfiapriav  elvai),  and  (2)  the 
TTofre?  of  ver.  23  {TrdpTa  yap  rj/xaprov)  with  (3)  the 
other  foi*ms   of  7ra<?  in  the  verses  intervening  between 
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these  two  phrases,  cannot  possibly  comprehend  all  men, 
that  is  to  say,  all  moral  adults  :  [for  that  St.  Paul  is 
speaking  throughout  of  adults  is  plain  both  from  the 
connexion  of  the  iriarL'i  and  of  the  v6fio<i  with  his  subject 
and  from  the  continuous  text  of  the  entire  four  chapters.] 
The  second  is  that  the  cp'ya  vofiov  of  chapter  iii.  cannot 
mean  a  fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<s,  or  works  fulfilling  the 
v6fjLo<; — ''deeds  by  which  the  requisitions  of  the  Law 
are  fulfilled "  (Ellicott) ;  eorum  prcestutioiiem  quce  lex 
prcRcipit  (Beza) :  '  works  by  which  the  precepts  of  the 
Law  are  f  ulfilled\*  The  vofio^j  thus  being  in  the  Genitire 
ohjecti  and  the  epya  purely  hypothetical. 

As  to  the  former  point:  First  the  phrases  7rdvTa<: 
v<f)'  afiaprlav  and  7rdvT€<;  ijfiapTov  cannot  mean  that  all 
men  {h.e.  moral  adults)  are  sinners,  being  in  a  state  of 
pravity  or  sinfulness,  and  more  or  less  legirupes  all  their 
lives, — a  principle  which  lies  at  the  bottom  of  Luther's 
teaching  and  at  the  basis  of  the  Extrincist  system  of 
Justification.  For  that  excludes  the  very  idea  of 
intrinsic  righteousness  or  of  the  fulfilment  of  the  vo/jLOf 
to  the  point  of  the  BiKaio^i  irapa  OeS.  But  this  very 
intrinsic  justice  and  fulfilment  of  the  vofiofi  is  applied  by 
St.  Paul  as  constituting  in  its  final  phase  the  SiKaioavmj, 
0€ov.  And  six  times  over  in  the  second  chapter  does  he 
affirm,  in  one  form  or  another,  that  Jew  and  Gentile  can 

*  Werke  durch  welche  die  Vorschriften  des  Gesetzes  erfiillt  werden. 
(Mever.  Gal.) 

9  * 
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(formally  or  virtually)  fulfil  the  v6fio<;,  and  not  only  that 
they  can  but  that  they  must.  This  is  clear  from  the 
example  of  evvo/jiot  and  from  the  nexus  of  ver.  13  with 
ver.  1 2  and  what  precedes  it.  If  he  loses  his  possession 
of  intrinsic  justice  and  his  position  of  7roL7jTr)<i  vo/iov  (or 
r(bv  rod  vofMov)  he  must  recover  them  again  ere  death 
arriv  es,  be  it  only  for  a  few  brief  moments,  or  else — he 
will  infallibly  exemplify  the  truth  of  the  oaot  rjfjbapTov 
airoXovvraL.  The  word  rj/jLaprov  then  being  equivalent  to 
'  the  being  devoid  or  destitute  of  true  intrinsic  justice', 
to  maintain  that  all  men  are  thus  destitute, — and  that  of 
necessity  inasmuch  as  no  man  is  legally  just  before  God, 
— is  to  say  what  is  contradicted  by  our  passage  both  in 
its  text  and  argument ;  where  we  find  that,  so  far  from 
this  being  the  case,  on  the  contrary  every  one  can,  and 
must,  possess  this  intrinsic  justice  and  be  through  divine 
inherent  Charity  a  TrotrjTTjf;  v6/jlov  before  he  dies  or  else 
be  lost.  Luther^s  normal  state  of  sinfulness,  his 
assumption  of  the  universal  absence  of  intrinsic  justice 
before  God — the  position  so  necessary  to  his  system  of 
'  righteousness  by  Faith ' — is  absolutely  condemned  by 
the  course  of  the  Apostle's  reasoning  with  the  Jews. 
Had  that  assumption  of  Luther's  been  tenable  and  that 
ground  legitimate,  his  position  would  have  been,  as  far 
as  we  can  see,  simply  impregnable.  For  if  justice  with 
God  cannot  be  found  in  man,  it  must  needs  be  sought  for 
elsewhere  and  it  will  be  found  in  an  ascri'ptive  righteous- 
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ness  (1)  extended  by  the  benevolence  of  God  for  the 
sake  of  the  Merits  of  Christ,  (2)  consisting,  according  to 
most  Extrinsicists,  in  absolution  and  clearance  from  guilt, 
and  (3)  placing  man  in  the  state  or  relation  of  '  just  with 
God^.  But  with  the  proved  presence  and  necessity  of 
Intrinsic  Righteousness  alone  valid  in  God's  sight, — all 
this  theory  and  plan  of  Extrinsic  Justification  vanishes. 
In  it  we  see  Lutheran  not  Pauline  'justification' — a  new 
and  strange  and  heretofore  unheard  of  KaTaWayij. 

Secondly,  neither  can  the  iravre'i  rjiMaprov  mean  that 
all  men  (adults)  have  '  sinned',  h.e.  have  committed  sins 
— sins  that  is  in  the  sense  of  the  '^fjuaprov  of  these  four 
chapters,  sins  which  are  opposed  to  and  exclude  the 
BtKatoavvrj  irapa  Bern.  For  this  reason  ;  that  of  those 
who  in  infancy  had  received  the  intrinsic  justice,  the 
BiKaioa-vvr)  Oeov  (which  in  Romans  and  Galatians  is 
mostly  considered  in  connexion  with  the  7rurrc<;  and 
adult  moral  life) — some — no  one  knows  who,  no  one 
knows  how  many — might  have  preserved  it  through 
childhood,  youth,  and  age  in  its  habitual  and  actual 
form  («c.  (1)  TTvevfia  (2)  Habit  (3)  Action — all)  unto  death 
and  rendered  up  their  souls  to  God  *just'  with  that 
BiKaioa-uvr},  which  they  had  received  in  infancy.  Which 
they  had  received  by  the  Laver  of  Regeneration,  (the 
Xovrpov  ira\iyy€V€aia<i)  or  otherwise  as  the  case  might  be. 
We  have  no  more  right  to  say  that  that  gift  of  justice 
which  constitutes   justification    must    at    some  point  or 
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other  be  necessarily  lost  by  the  person  on  whom  it  has 
been  bestowed,  so  that  he  falls  from  the  state  of 
righteousness  in  which  he  had  been  constituted,  than  we 
have  a  right  to  say  that  it  will  be  7iecessarily  preserved  so 
that  he  will  necessarily  continue  in  that  state.  Let  us 
take  the  instance, — not  of  Abel  or  of  Enoch  or  of  Samuel 
but, — of  Methuselah.  Justified  by  the  divine  grace  of 
the  StKaioavvt)  deov  in  the  very  beginning  of  his  infancy, 
he  may,  for  all  we  know,  have  remained  just  before  God 
— intrinsically  just,  habitually  and  actually  just, — unto 
death.  During  all  those  969  years  he  may  never  have 
known  nor  been  under  the  rjixaprov  of  chap.  ii.  12,  and  of 
chap.  iii.  23.  What  ground  have  we  for  saying  that  this 
Patriarch  ever  fell  from  the  state  of  righteousness  after 
he  had  been  once  placed  in  it  ?  What  sort  of  Justifica- 
tion would  that  be  which  must  certainly  be  lost  ?  A 
gift  to  no  final  purpose.  If  from  the  hour  that  he  could 
first  morally  live  and  act  at  all  he  was  iavrm  v6/jio<;  and 
the  work  of  the  i/o/ao?  was  written  '  in  his  heart  *  what 
was  certainly  to  have  prevented  him  from  continuing  in 
the  same  state  of  justice  until  his  death  ?  We  can  say 
the  same  of  every  one  of  the  Gentiles  whom  the  Apostle 
presents  in  ver.  14.  They  may  have  lost  the  justice  in 
which  they  were  first  constituted  in  infancy,  or  after- 
wards :  And  they  may  not.  Some  of  them  may,  others 
not.  We  cannot  tell.  And  if  any  of  them  were  justified 
in  infancy  these  may  have  remained  righteous  to  the  last. 
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We  can  say  tlie  same  of  thousands  upon  thousands  from 
the  days  of  Abel  down  to  this  hour.  He  who  justified 
them  could  keep  them  just  if  they  were  "  men  of  good 
will".     Aud  men  of  good  will  they  might  have  been. 

To  proceed :  as  on  the  one  hand  the  Travre?  of  chap, 
iii.  is  not  universal  in  its  range,  (although  it  includes 
every  individual  without  exception  that  falls  within  its 
range)  ;  so  on  the  other  the  rj^aprov  of  chapters  ii.  and  iii. 
comprehends  not  within  its  range  every  kind  of  fault  or 
imperfection.  '  For '  says  St.  James  '  in  many  things  we 
all  offend'  :  iroWa  irraLofiev  a-Kavre^.  And  the  Psalmist, 
speaking  in  a  sense  corresponding  to  the  mind  of  the 
Apostle,  exclaims  :  "  Enter  not  into  judgment  with  thy 
servant,  oh  Lord,  for  in  Thy  sight  shall  no  living  man  be 
justified  :''*  where  the  ZiKaiwdrjaeraL,  'Justus  or  insons 
erit,' — the  Hebrew  verb  being  in  the  kal — has  a  higher 
and  a  wider  range  than  the  Bik.  of  Romans  ii.  13,  and  the 
BcK.  of  Rom.  iii.  20.  The  Davidical  BiKaioiO^a-eTat 
taking  account  of  all  offences  grave  and  light,  but  the 
Pauline  BiKaLwOrjaeTai,  on  the  other  hand,  taking  no 
account  of  the  latter.  But  our  rj/xaprov  is  an  Tjfiaprov 
which  is  opposed  to  the  BUaco^;  irapa  Oeat  of  chap.  ii.  13, 
and  to  the  BUaiof;  of  chap.  iii.  10,  and  to  the  BiKaiovfievoi 
B(op€av  of  iii.  24. t     It  is  an  rjfiaprov  which  excludes  the 

♦  Compare  the  Psalm  De   Piofandis.    129  (130  A.V.) :    lav  avo^iag 
vaparijpqay  Kvpu,  icvpit  rig  vTroffrrjairai  ;  TCr.  3. 
■j"  Also  to  the  ltKaiii}9t](riTai  ivuiriov  aiirov  of  iii.  20. 
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SiKatoavvT}  trapa  Oew  and  is  in  turn  excluded  by  this. 
And  in  the  case  both  of  the  Jews  and  the  Gentiles  of  our 
passage  (vv.  13,  14)  it  is  as  a  matter  of  fact  excluded. 
And  those  from  whom  it  is  excluded  are  not  hypothetical 
persons  but  realities.  Eeal  persons  in  ver.  18  and  real 
persons  in  ver.  14.  This  the  whole  argument  demon- 
strates. But  since  none  are  free  from  offences  therefore 
the  rjixaprov  of  the  two  chapters  does  not  comprehend 
all  offences, — light  as  well  as  grave.  Taking,  however, 
the  TjfiapTov  in  its  widest  and  what  is  in  itself  lexically 
a  legitimate  application,  we  have  undoubtedly  the  basis 
of  the  Lutheran  (or  Extrinsicist)  position  as  to  Justifi- 
cation additionally  strengthened,  so  as  to  render  that 
position,  if  only  the  basis  be  tenable,  to  us  seemingly 
impregnable.  For  in  addition  to  the  word  7rdvre<i  we  are 
thus  confronted  with  an  rfixaprov  which  is  indisputably 
universal.  Thus  that  universality  of  '  sinning '  which  is 
the  foundation  required  for  the  Reformer's  Bt/caiocrvvr]  ix 
7rio-T€a)<i  is  proclaimed  (1)  by  the  iravre^  and  is  proclaimed 
(2)  by  the  rjiiaprov.  This  basis,  however,  must  be  rejected 
at  the  outset.  For  the  Lutheran  iravre'^  is  not  the 
Pauline  irdvre'i  nor  the  Lutheran  rjixaprov  the  Pauline 
rjpjaprov.  That  the  latter  (the  Pauline)  rjixaprov  does  not 
comprehend  all  offences  is  plainly  shown  from  the  fact 
that  (1)  the  TroiTjTal  vofxov  of  ver,  13  and  (2)  the  edvij  of 
ver.  14,  who  are  both  alike  just  or  justified  before  God 
and  so  free  of  the  rjixaprov  (ver.  12)  and  heirs  of  salvation. 
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are  not  and  cannot  be  free  from  light  offences.*  Tlie 
Pauline  ijfiaprov  connotes  grave  offences — means  only 
such  transgression  of  the  vofjbof;,  or  such  offence  against 
the  law  of  God  however  manifested  as  is  fatal  to  the 
BiKaioavvr}  irapa  dew  and  destroys  the  integrity  of  that 
TTOL'qa-if;  vo/jlov  (or  Ttov  rov  vo/jlov)  which  constitutes  that 
BiKaioavvr]. 

What  then  is  the  exact  range  of  (1)  the  7rdvra<;  vj> 
dfiapTiav  eivai  (iii.  9) ;  of  (2)  the  'irdvT€<i  ijfiapTov  (iii.  23) ; 
of  (3)  the  TO,  iravra  viro  dfiapriav  (Gal.  iii.  22) ;  of  (4) 
the  Trdv  arofia  (iii.  19) ;  of  (5)  the  7ra?  o  K6afjbo<i  {ib.) ; 
and  of  (6)  the  Trdaa  adp^  (iii.  20)  ?  Premising  the 
lexical  point  (not  always  sufl&ciently  adverted  to)  that 
Travra  never  of  itself  determines  the  extent  of  the  range 
of  that  objective  mass  which  it  indicates  (an  extent  which 
can  only  be  determined  by  external  evidence),  but  only 
bears  witness  to  the  nemine  excepto  within  that  range, 
whatever  its  extent  may  happen  to  be, — we  answer 
that  the  exact  range  of  the  Train-e?  in  these  passages  is 
the  mass  of  the  cure^eZ^  and  dhiKoi,  that  is  to  say  of  those 
who  are  devoid  of  that  BiKaioavvr}  Oeov  which  the  Apostle 
is  exerting  himself  to  bring  in — and  that  in  the  case  of 
adults  and  therefore  in  connexion  with  the  irlaTis.     The 

*  Comp.  Cone.  Trid.  Session  VI,  ehap.  xi.  "  For  although  during  this 
mortal  life  men,  how  holy  aud  just  soever,  at  times  fall  into  at  least  light 
and  daily  sins,  which  are  also  called  venial,  not  therefore  do  they  c«ase  to 
be  just.  For  that  cry  of  the  just,  Forgive  us  ottr  trespasses,  is  both  humble 
and  true." 
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term, — used  as  it  here  is  of  moral  adults — is,  as  to  adults 
not  '  universaliter'  universal,  but  (to  coin  an  expression), 
it  is  ^  categoric^'  universal.  The  irdvre'i,  &c.  signifies 
all,  "without  one  single  exception,  who  are  in  a  certain 
category.  What  is  that  category  ?  It  is  the  category  of 
those  who  are  devoid  of  the  SiKaioavvrj  6eov.  The 
objective  mass  before  the  Apostle^s  mind  is  the  mass  of 
the  unregenerate  and  therefore  unjust  or  unrighteous : 
of  the  unrighteous  because  unregenerate.  The  mass  of 
the  unjustified.  Those  adults  to  whom  the  hiKaioavvq 
6eov  has  not  arrived ;  upon  whom  it  has  not  descended, 
or  else  from  whom  it  has  departed  if  they  ever  enjoyed  it. 
The  category  may  be  conveniently  expressed  in  the 
words  (Rom.  i.  18)  avOpwircov  twv  rrjv  a\7]6eiav  iv  dSiKia 
Kare-^oi/Tcov ;  even  should  these  words — which  is  not  clear 
nor  even  most  probable — refer  only  to  the  Gentiles.  At 
all  events  they  are  words  to  which  the  7rpor)r(,aa-dfie6a 
'7rdvra<i  of  chap.  iii.  9,  naturally,  nay  almost  necessarily, 
refer  us  back.  The  Traz^re?,  we  repeat,  signifies  every 
single  individual  of  those  in  the  category  of  Hhe 
destitute  of  the  SoKatoavvT]  dead ' — apart  from  which  there 
is  no  hcK.  Trapd  OeS  possible.  It  signifies  the  mass  of  the 
evil  because  unregenerate  or  unjustified — of  the  unre- 
generate and  unjustified  and  therefore  evil.  As  in  the 
case  of  the  SiKatoavvr)  deov  itself,  so  here  in  the  case  of 
the  dvOpcoTTCov  rwv  rrjv  dX'^deiav  iv  dSLKia  KaT€-)(6vTcov, 
the  Apostle  sees  cause  in  effect  and  effect  in  cause.     The 
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objective  mass  before  his  mind  which  he  indicates  by  the 
iravre^,  and  of  which  he  predicates  the  ^fiaprov  of 
chap.  iii.  includes  not  one  of  the  regenerate  or  justified 
and  therefore  righteous.  He  by  no  means  at  all  intends 
to  say  that  all  adults,  justified  or  unjustified,  have  sinned 
or  are  sinning.  For  many  and  many  an  adult  there 
might  be  who  (justified  in  infancy)  never  '  sinned '  all 
his  life  long.*  And  of  none  when  in  a  state  of  justice 
can  it  be  said  that  they  '  are  sinning' ;  for  the  BiKaioavvi] 
which  they  exhibit,  plaioly,  according  to  our  passage, 
and  decisively  excludes  the  alleged  rifxaprov.  No  ;  the 
Apostle  presents  us  with  two  categories  and  cme  objective 
mass  of  adults.f  The  first  of  these  categories  is  of  the 
unregenerate  and  therefore  unrighteous,  the  unrighteous 
because  unregenerate — in  one  word,  '  the  unregenerate' ; 
h.e.  those  devoid  of  the  BiKaiocrvvr)  Oeov.  The  second 
category  is  that  of  '  sinners  '  {dfiaprcoXol) — of  those  who 
are  under  the  power  of  sin  (v^'  afiapriav)  and  are 
sinners  and  guilty  before  God — of  those  who  morally 
*  live  out '  the  privation  of  justice,  that  is  to  say,  who 
'  sin\  And  St.  Paul,  as  it  were,  pours  the  whole  of  the 
mass  who  are  in  the  first  category, — all  of  them  without 
exception  {"TravTas:)  into  the  second.     irporjTLaadiieOa  yap 

*  Comp.  Baptismal  serrice  for  infants  :  "  Accipe  restem  candidam  quam 
immaculattim  per/eras  ante  tribunal  D.N.  J.C.  nt  habeas  vitam  eternam." 
(2)  "Accipe  lampadem  ardentem  et  irreprehensibilis  citstodi  baptismum 
tnum." 

I  The  mass,  that  is,  of  the  onjastified  or  '  impioas'. 
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' iovSatov^i  re  KaVl^XX,rjva<;  7rdvTa<i  v<fi'  afxapriav  elvai.  .  .  , 
ov  yap  iari  SiaaToXrj,  7rdvT€<;  <ydp  rjixaprov.  k.t.X.*  And 
to  explain  still  further :  What  is  the  special  significance, 
the  precise  argumentative  force  of  the  irdvTe<;  and  the 
irdvra'i  thus  circumscribed  in  its  range,  thus  '  categorice 
universal '?  It  is  aimed  intently  at  the  Jew,  or  rather  at 
the  Judaiser, — at  him  who  seeks  the  hiKaioauvr]  irapa 
Oeoi)  through  the  v6/jbo<i,  thus  turning  his  back  on  the 
iricTTL'i  I.  X.  The  rjfxaprov  and  the  dfiapT(o\b<i  conveyed 
the  one  '  charge' — the  one  alrM — which  he  could  not  and 
would  not  endure.  That  alria  pulled  his  Blkuio'}  down. 
He  was  'louSato?  {(f)vaeL  'lovSalos:),  and  through  the 
TrepirofiT)  and  the  vofMo^  and  the  epya  vofjuov,  he  was,  he 
considered,  BLKato<;  irapd  9ew.  It  was  the  Gentiles  who 
were  under  the  TJfiaprov — who  were  dfjuaprcoXol.  He 
rejoiced  and  he  boasted  in  his  SiKaiocrvvr/  Btd  vofiov.  He 
had  been  incorporated  into  the  Divine  Institute  of  the 
Law  and  was  one  of  the  Children  of  the  Kingdom 
[vLo^  Trj<i  ^aa-Ckeia^).  Now  St.  Paul  is  engaged  throughout 
the  whole  of  the  second  chapter  of  Romans  in  '  taking ' 
or    '  dislodging '    the    Judaiser.      The   Apostle    of    the 

*  St.  Paul's  position  in  these  chapters  is  this  :  the  a^iKoi  and  aat^tiQ, 
(such  because  devoid  of  the  SiKawffvvt]  Btov, — which  in  the  case  of  the 
Justification  of  adults  is  Sik.  tic  TrlcrriiuQ),  are  all  alike,  nemine  excspto 
v^'  aiiapriav  and  afiapruXot — Jew  as  well  as  Greek:  or  (2)  those 
destitute  of  the  Sik.  Oeov  and  therefore  aSiKoi  and  dffe^eXg  are  all  alike 
devoid  of  the  ^tc.  Trapd  Oiif,  h.e.  are  duapTwXoL  For  a/iaprwXof  is  the 
precise  opposite  of  SUaioc.  He  says:  irpoynaadfitQa  yap  'lovSaiovg  re 
Kai.  "EX\i]vac  ndvrag  v(f  a/JiapTiav  tlvai.  Where  ?  Essentially  in  the 
Passage  of  the  Pour  yap.     Vid.  inf. 
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Gentiles  appears  before  us  in  these  opening  chapters  as 
one  who  is  negotiating  for  God  in  the  matter  of  true 
Justice  and  Justification.  He  sets  forth, — he,  as  it  were, 
lays  out  before  Jew  and  Gentile  the  BtKaioavvi]  Oeov  with 
reference  to  the  moral  adult.  He  unfolds  it,  he 
recommends  it,  he  enforces  its  acceptance  as  bringing 
with  it  the  only  SiKatocrvvr)  irapa  6ea>,  and  thus  as  the 
sole  means  of  Salvation.  He  moreover  proposes  it 
to  the  adult  by  the  only  principle  or  way  by  which  he 
can  attain  to  it — the  way  of  Faith  in  Jesus  Christ.  This 
hiKaioaiJvri  Oeov  is  (1)  the  only  hiKaioavvr) ;  it  is  17  hiK- 
aioavvT)  {the  justice.  Gal,  iii.  21,  Rom.  iv.  11).  It  is  (2) 
a  BtKaioavvr]  e/c  (Bia)  7rurreeo<i — 'irUrreai<i  I.  X.  But  to  the 
successful  issue  of  this  negotiation,  and  to  the  acceptance 
of  this  divine  Justice  through  faith  in  Christ  an 
obstacle  presented  itself  :  a  great  obstacle,  an  im- 
mediate obstacle,  and  an  obstacle  opposed  from  a  most 
powerful  and  interested  and  important  quarter.  What 
was  it  ?  Nothing  less  than  the  BcKaLoavvi]  Bia  vofiov  of 
the  Judaiser  :  the  righteousness  of  the  vofia  according  to 
the  religious  conception  of  the  Judaising  Jew.  Of  one 
who  would  be  sure  to  reject  and  resist  a  BiKaioa-vvTj  wapa 
Oem  which  came,  not  through  the  irepiTOfiTj  and  the 
v6/jLo<i  hut,  by  another  means ; — a  means  which  gave  it 
to  the  Gentile  as  well  as  to  himself,  and  to  both 
independently  of  the  irepnofir]  and  the  i/o/io?.  He  would 
be  sure  to  reject  and  to  resist ;  hecanse  of  the  Trepirofirj 
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and  the  v6/xo<;;  because  to  the  'Ioi;Sato9  had  been 
entrusted  the  Xoyta  rov  deov ;  because  to  him  pertained 
the  vtoOeaia  and  the  ho^a  and  the  ScaOijKaL  and  the  vofio- 
Oeaca  and  the  Xarpeia  and  the  iiraryyekiai.  Evildoer, 
therefore,  aSiKo<i  and  aae^r}<i  though  he  be  (and  such  he 
must  be  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  if  devoid  of  that 
Justice  of  God  by  which  alone  he  can  become  just  with 
God)  he  will  nevertheless  oppose  to  the  Apostle  his 
possession,  profession  and  (partial)  fulfilment  of  the  1/0//-09 
and  present  himself  BiKaio<i  with  this  his  BiKaioa-vvr)  iv 
vofio)  and  free  of  the  rjfiaprov  in  spite  of  his  iniquity  and 
oftentimes  flagrant  transgressions.  And  he  will  repel 
the  ambassador  of  Christ.  '  Take  your  SiKacoavvri  Oeov 
(if  BiK.  indeed  there  be,  apart  from  the  v6fio<i)  to  those 
who  need  it,  to  the  Gentiles  :  for  ourselves  we  need  it 
not :  rjfieL<;  (f^vcrei  'louSatot  Kal  ovk  i^  iOvwv  dfjuapraiXol.' 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  the  Apostle's  task  to  clear  his 
path  of  this  obstruction ;  to  address  himself  to  the 
Judaiser  and  bring  to  naught  his  hollow  and  pretended 
justice,  and  place  him  in  the  predicament  of  the  rjfiaprov 
and  the  ii^  dfiapTiav  elvat — him  no  less  than  unjustified 
and  evil  Gentile.  So  that  all,  Jew  as  well  as  Greek,  who 
have  not  received  the  gift  of  righteousness  which  is 
'  of  Faith  ' — and  all  without  exception — may  be  together 
in  the  same  odious  predicament.  All  who  are  devoid 
or  destitute  of  the  SiKacoavvr]  Oeov,  all  the  evil  because 
unregenerate,  evvofMot  as  well  as  avofiot,  Jew  as  well  as 
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Gentile — all,  nemine  excepto,  '  are  under  sin/  '  have 
sinned/  'are  sinning  \  Tt  ovv;  irpoxofieOa ;  (iii.  9) 
"What  then?  do  we  (we  Jews)  put  forward  any  valid 
plea  of  Justice  ?  By  no  means.  For  we  have  already 
by  judicial  process  brought  both  Jews  and  Greeks  alike 
without  exception  {irdvra'i)  '  under  sin ' — under  the 
power  and  under  the  guilt  of  &\n."  KaOoi'i  yeypaTrrai. 
And  in  like  manner  David  when  he  says :  on  ovk  ea-rt, 
BiKaio<;  {iroLwv  xpfiaTOTijTa.  Ps.)  ovSe  el?  k.t.\.  For  the 
Davidical  Trayre?  is  the  same  as  the  Pauline.  It  is  not 
*  universaliter  '  but  '  categoric^  universal.  Neither  the 
Psalmist  nor  the  Apostle  are  thinking  of  the  'Just' 
but  only  of  the  mass  of  the  unregenerate  and  evil,  of 
those  who  are  devoid  of  the  SiKaioavvrj  0eov.^  It  is  of 
these  and  these  alone  that  the  former  declares  that  there 
is  not  to  be  found  even  one  8iKaio<i.  '  If  only  one  would 
content  you,  not  even  that  one  should  you  find ' 
(Fritzsche).  He  is  not  speaking  of  a  Moses  or  a  Samuel 
or  an  Elias  and  telling  what  they  would  have  been  without 
the  BiKaioavvT)  Oeov.    Such  an  hypothetical  interpretation 

*  The  vtoi  tS)v  dvOpwiruiv  of  whom  the  Psalmist  (Ps.  xiii.)  says  the 
things  quoted  by  the  Apostle  in  vv.  10-19  are  the  'sons  of  men'  as  opposed 
to  the  viol  Otov — the  '  children  of  light'  and  justice.  He  means,  like  the 
Apostle,  unaided  human  nature,  not  in  the  abstract  but  in  the  concrete  ;  all 
the  actual  concrete  instances  of  human  nature  devoid  of  divine  grace.  He 
indicates  the  evil  and  unregenerate, — the  mass  of  the  dv9pu)Truiu  tUv 
aXriQiiav  sv  aSiKiq,  Kanx'^vrutv — a  category  in  which  the  Siicaiot  ir.  9. 
through  fulfilment  of  the  vofiog  can  never  he  placed.  The  vtol  dvOpw-wi' 
do  not  include,  but  are  opposed  to,  the  ycptd  SiKaia  of  ver.  5  of  the  same 
Psalm.     And  no  attentive  reader  can  fail  to  see  the  antithesis. 
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(see  Estius,  Alapide*)  is  artificial  and  strained  to  tlie 
point  of  being  intolerable :  true  tbongb  it  be  that 
destitute  of  tbe  divine  Gift  these  and  all  other  just  souls 
would  have  been  uSlkol  and  ao-e/Set?.  No,  the  Psalmist  is 
speaking  of  the  entire  mass  of  those  who,  whether  Jews 
or  Gentiles,  are  destitute  of  the  Faith  and  Grace  of  God 
through  Christ.  Moreover  these  Davidical  passages  are 
the  ypacprj  of  Galatians  iii.  22  :  avveKXeiaev  r)  ypa(}>r)  ra 
Trdvra  viro  afxapTLav.  For  the  ra  iravra  of  Galatians  is 
the  same  as  the  7rdvTa<;  and  Trdvre'i  of  Romans.  And  the 
connexion  of  thought  and  the  argument  are  the  same  in 
both  Epistles.  The  ra  irdvTa  of  Galatians  indicates  all 
who  are  devoid  of  the  SiKaLoa-vvrj  Oeov,  and  these  alone, 
but  these  without  exception.  Where  now,  in  the  second 
chapter  of  Romans,  does  the  Apostle  bring  to  naught  the 
spurious  and  pretended  justice  of  the  Judaising  Jew, 
and  place  him, — evvofio^  as  he  is, — in  the  category  of 
d/j,apTcoX6<;  ?  In  this  very  Passage  of  the  Four  yap  :  where 
the  rjfiaprov  and  the  BcKatos  and  the  BiKaiouaOai  appear 
for  the  first  time.  He  addresses  himself  to  the  opposed 
plea  of  the  v6/jLo^  from  ver.  11.  The  ov  yap  €<tti 
TrpoacoTroX.Tjfi-yp'La,  connected  as  it  is  by  a  yap,  with  the 
v6fx,o<;  recurring  ten  times  immediately  after,  has  evidently 
pointed  reference  to  the  Jew.  For  it  introduces  (through 
ver.  12  B.)  the  bearing  of  the  v6^o<;  upon  Sin,  Justice, 

*  We  follow  Ambrosiaster  (Comm    Rom.)   whom  Alapide   rejects  on 
incorrect  grounds.   (Comm.  Rom.  chap,  iii.) 


THE  SEVEN  POINTS.  145 

Judgment,   and    Salvation.      '  For/   says    the   Apostle, 
'  there  is    no  respect  of  persons   with  God :    none,  for 
instance,  on  the  ground  of  the  v6fio<; :  For,  while  on  the 
one  hand  as  many  as  have  sinned  without  the  Law  shall 
perish  also  without  the  Law,  so,  on  the  other,  as  many  as 
have  sinned  in  the  Law  shall  be  judged,  (and  condemned), 
hy  the  Law — and  so  perish/    Now  observe  that,  whereas 
he  lets  the  first  rj/iaprov  go  without  further  word,  he  on 
the  contrary,  dwells  upon  the  second  r^iapTov.     This  was 
the  great  rffiaprov.     If  this  rj/iaprov  could  be  brought 
home  to  the  Jew, — fixed  upon  him,  then  his  hiKaLoa-vvq 
is  gone  for  ever.    For,  within  the  sphere  of  the  v6fio<;,  the 
rifiaprov  and  the  8iKaco<i  irapa  de^  cannot  coexist.    Legal 
righteousness  cannot  coexist  with  legal  sin,  that  is,  legal 
transgression : — the  TrocTjaa  with  the  7rapd^aai<i  vofiou. 
Now  St.  Paul  brings  it  home  to  him  by  means  of  the 
very  vofio^  in  which   he  boasted  and  trusted  both  for 
righteousness  and  salvation.     And  how  ?     By  going  to 
the   root   of  the   matter ;    by    unfolding,    through   the 
medium  of   personal  agency,  the  relations  which  exist 
between  the  v6fio<;  and  the  BiKaioavpi] ;  by  showing  the 
nature  and  end  of  the  Law  on  the  one  hand  and  the 
nature  and  end  of  the  BcKatoavpr)  on  the  other.    He  says  : 
*  For  not  the  non-fulfillers  of  the  v6fio<i  are  just  with 
God,  but  only  the  fulfillers  shall  be  justified/     Now  if 
the  v6fio<;  be  such  in  relation  to  the  ScKaioavvT)  that  only 
its  fulfillers  are  hUat,oi  irapa  Oeat  and  if  the  Jew  whom 

10 
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St.  Paul  is  addressing  be^  as  he  certainly  is,  (see  ver.  \,^.), 

but  an  aKpoaTT}'^  vojxov  as  a  whole  even  thougli  he  may 

observe   it   in   some    respects,    then  he   is    not   hUaio<i 

according  to  his  own  cherished  Law.     But,  if  he  is  not 

BiKato'i  according  to  his  Law,  he  is  under  the  r^^aprov 

according  to  his  Law.     And  so  he  comes  out  aiMaprco\o<i 

by  the  working  of  that  very  v6^o<i  in  which  he  trusted. 

'  As  many  as  have  sinned  in  the  Law,  (/i.e.  as  are  devoid 

of  justice  in  the  m/u,o<;)  shall  be  judged  by  the  v6fMo<; 

which  sets  forth  justice  both  positively  and  negatively, 

and  being  confronted  with  this  justice  '  in  the  letter' 

shall  be  condemned  and  shall  perish.'     Here  the  Apostle 

passes  from  justice  to  the  v6fio<;.     '  For  not  the  hearers 

of  the   Law   are    just   with    God    but    the   doers   shall 

be  justified.'     Here   he  passes  from   the   v6/jlo<;   to   the 

BLKaioavvT),  and,  by  showing  the  relation  of  the  former 

to  the  latter,  he  convinces  the  Jew  of  sin,    fixing  him 

under  the  TJfxaprov.     Nor   does  he  make  an  end  here ; 

but  rather,  by  throwing  additional  light  on  the  reciprocal 

relations  of  the  two,  he  still  further  strengthens  both  the 

statements  and  the  reasoning  of  the  preceding  verses, 

vv.  12  B.  and  13.    Still  further  to  strengthen  ver.  13  (and 

through  it  ver.  12B.)  he  turns  to  the  Gentiles  ver.  14. 

And  he  turns  to  them  not  so  much  for  their  own  sake  as 

for  the  sake  of  the  Jews  (the  evvofxoi),  and  in  behalf  of 

the  double  proposition  of  the  preceding  verse  and  to 

make  good  the  ZUaio'i  irapa  deS  as  affirmed  of  the  doers 
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in  opposition  to  the  heavers  of  the  Law.  And  in  so  doing 
he  passes  from  the  SiKaioa-vvij  back  again  to  the  v6fio<;, 
unfolding,  through  personal  agency,  the  relation  of  the 
former  to  the  latter;  just  as  he  had  previously  unfolded 
the  relation  of  the  latter  to  the  former.  He  who  without 
the  Law  virtually  fulfils  it  is  himself  the  v6fio<;,  manifesting 
true  justice  of  life  as  the  Law  manifests  'justice  of  life*. 
Thus  the  pretended  BiKaioa^vvrj  of  the  Jew  is  still  more 
exploded  and  he  is  still  more  effectually  locked  down 
under  the  rjixaprov.  In  this  passage,  and  thenceforward 
to  the  close  of  the  chapter,  the  v6fio<;  without  the 
ScKaioavvT)  in  the  person  of  the  unrighteous  Jew  is 
contrasted  with  the  Bik.  without  the  v6fj,o<i  in  the  person 
of  the  righteous  Gentile.  St.  Paul  mounts  up  to  our 
passage  by  the  preceding  verses  of  this  chapter  and 
descends  from  it  by  the  remainder.  It  forms  the  basis  of 
that  attack  which  commences  with :  el  Be  av  'lovBalo<; 
hrovofjid^rj  and  concludes  with  the  ov  6  eiraivo'i  k.t.X. 
of  ver.  29.  Indeed,  the  eav  ovv  of  ver.  26  might  refer, 
(with  a  backward  glance),  to  our  passage  as  well  as  to  the 
text  immediately  preceding  it.  St.  Paul  is  harping  on 
the  same  string  in  both  places :  '  Lex  sine  Justitia ; 
Justitia  sine  Lege*.  Compare  also  the  Kpivel  ae  of  ver. 
27  with  the  Kpcv€i<;  rov  erepov  of  ver.  1.  There  we  see  a 
contrast  of  the  sharpest  edge.  In  ver.  1  we  have  the 
i/6/io<?  without  justice  in  the  person  of  the  Jew  judging 
the  evil  Gentile  :  but  in  ver.  27  justice  without  the  vo/xof 

10  * 
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in  tlie  person  of  the  just  Gentile  judging  the  evil  Jew. 
The  latter  Kplvet  being  just  and  reasonable, — the  former 
simply  self-destruction.  Thus  does  St.  Paul  clear  away 
from  his  path  the  obstacle  of  the  Judaiser's  SiKatoavvi] 
iv  vofMcp  (Sta  vofiov).  And,  after  a  digression  guarding 
against  any  imputed  disparagement  of  the  divine  v6fMo<;, 
he  concludes :  irporjTiaadfieOa  .  .  .  'Ioi;Sa/ov9  Te  koI 
"^XK7]va';  TrdvTa<i  v^'  dfxaprLav  elvai.  The  unregene- 
rate  and  evil  Jew  as  well  as  the  unregenerate  and  evil 
Gentile  both  alike  (or  all  alike)  are  '  sinners\  There  is 
no  exemption*  for  the  former;  he  possesses  no  true 
hiKaiocrvvT]  any  more  than  the  latter.  The  Apostle,  as  we 
said  before,  pours  them  all  alike  out  of  the  category  of 
the  unregenerate,  the  unjustified,  and  the  evil  into  the 
category  of  the  u^'  dfiapriav  etvat.  All  who  are  dae^eL<; 
being  devoid  of  the  Sik.  dead, — all,  without  exception,  are  . 
'  under  sin^  and  '  have  sinned^,  and  are  '  sinners'.  Far, 
indeed,  are  the  first  and  second  chapters  of  Romans  from 
meaning  to  place  all  adults,  nemine  excepto  '  under  sin*. 
Far,  indeed,  from  asserting  that  no  man  can  fulfil  the 
vofxa  and  so  be  just  ^with  God'; — ^justwith  a  hiKaioavvrj 
^(orj<i.  On  the  contrary,  six  times  over  does  the  Apostle 
present  the  fulfilment  of  the  Law,  (according  to  the  mind 
of  the  Law),  as  a  duty,  a  reality  and  a  matter  of  fact. 
First  in  the  7roir)ral  vofiov  of  ver.  13;  (2)  in  the  rd  rov 
vofjLov   TTOiwaiv  of  ver.  14 ;   (3)  in  the  to  epyov  rov  vofiov 

*  tig  TvdviuQ  Kal  h-rrl  iravTaQ  .  .  .  ov  yup  Ian  SiaarvXfi.  iii.  22. 
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fypaTTTov  iv  rai<i  Kaphiai,<i',  (4)  in  the  iav  vofiov  irpda(rrj<i; 
(5)  in  the  ra  ScKaicofiara  rov  vofiov  ^vXaaarj ;  *  and   (6) 
in  the  rov  vofiov  rekova-a.     But  what  fulfilment  ?     Not  a 
perfect  fulfilment  such  as  Luther  and  Calvin  and  all  the 
other  Extrinsicists  contemplate  and  require,    artificially 
and  arbitrarily  laying  it  down  as  the  firm  foundation  of 
their  extrinsic  BiKaioarvvrj, — not  a  perfect,  but  an  adeqvute 
fulfilment  of  the  v6fj,o^.     Adequate  to  what  ?     Adequate 
to  the  BLKaio<;    irapa   Oem;   adequate  to  the  ^-^aerai  in 
the  legal  aphorism  (o  Troti/o-a?  avra  ^Tja-erai  iv  avToU) ; 
adequate  to  the  hraLvo<i  Oeov  of  ver.  29  ;  adequate  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Legislator  and  the  requirements  of  the 
Law  up  to  the  point  of  the  8iKaio<;.     As  before  to  the 
theory  of  Imputative  Justice   as  'the  righteousness  by 
Faith'  we  opposed  the  identification  of  '  the  justice  by 
Faith'  with  legal  righteousness, — so  now  to  the  argument 
of    Perfection,   upon    which   the   Reformers   and    their 
followers  rest  their  (thenceforward)  impregnable  position, 
we  oppose  the  stronger  argnment  of  adequatio7i.   And,  for 
its  indestructible   foundation,  we    point   to  the   second 
chapter  of  Romans  and  herein  especially  to  our  passage. 
In   fact  the  fulfilment   of  the   i/o/io?  contemplated  and 
required  by  the  Apostle  both  in  the  passage  and  in  the 
chapter,  and  which  he  sets  forth  as  a  ScKaioavvrj  irapa 
dem,  is  no  other  than  the  fulfilment  contemplated  and 

*  This  is  the  lost  word  of  St.  Stephen's  speech  :  tXa^tre  rbv  vo/xov  .  .  , 
Kai  ovK  £0uXa?ar£.  Acts  vii.  53.  He  never  could  have  said  that  to  Moses 
and  Elias  ! 
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required  by  Luther  himself,  when  in  his  Comm.  Gal. 
iii.  12,  he  speaks  of  the  ''true  doers  of  the  Law  justified 
by  Faith/^  and  of  "  those  that  are  justified  by  Faith  and 
are  true  doers  of  the  Law."  It  is  no  other  than  that 
contemplated  and  required  by  Meyer  where  he  says 
(Eom.  ii.  13)  that  man,  by  means  of  the  Katvorr]^  ^(o-))<i 
(vi.  4)  attained  through  faith,  must  and  can  fulfil  {erfullen 
musse  2ind  honne,  viii.  4)*  the  Law  completed  by  Christ." 
This  fulfilment,  however,  Luther  and  Meyer  (building 
both  of  them,  together  with  all  other  Extrinsicists,  upon 
the  notion  of  perfect  fulfilment)  maintain  to  be  no  justice 
•'before  God' — no  'justice  of  life'.  For,  according  to 
their  system,  such  a  divine  intrinsic  justice  would  take 
away  '  the  righteousness  by  Faith'. f  St.  Paul,  on  the 
contrary,  maintains  that  it  is  such  justice.  And  this 
intrinsicist  position  of  the  Apostle  both  underlies  and 
enters  into  the  whole  argument  of  the  second  and  third 
chapters  from  end  to  end. 

The  Trdvre<i  then  of  Rom.  iii.,  with  the  other  forms  of 
the  7ra9  (vv.  9,  19)  in  that  chapter,  and  the  to.  iravra  of 
Gal.  iii.  22,  are  not  universaliter  universal,  but  catagorice 
universal  in  their  range  ;  and  the  7ra9  does  not  determine 
its  own  range  but  only  speaks  to  the  nemine  excejpto 
within  that  range.  Thus  (1)  the  irav  aroixa  means  every 
mouth  of  the   evildoer  and  unregenerate  ; — Jew  as  well 

*  "Iva  TO  liKa'n»na  tov  voixov  TrXrjpioOy  tv  yfilv  (grande  verbum  I)  rots 
fii)  Kara.  aaf)Ka  TTf^iiraTOvaiv  fiXXd  KaTii  Tri'ivfia.     Eum.  viii.  4. 
t  Cunip:  rilcidcrcr.     rauliiiisin.     Vol.  i.  p.  77.     '  The  Law.' 
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as  Gentile,  in  spite  of  his  v6fjLo<i :  (2)  7ra9  o  xoafwi  the 
whole  mass  of  nnregenerate  men  without  exception. 
o  KO(Tfio<i  is  the  '  wicked  world*.  Comp.  the  word  in  its 
connexion  with  ofr/r},  w.  5,  6  :  (3)  iraaa  crap^,  every 
single  individual  of  the  nnregenerate  mass  aap^ — Gentile 
as  well  as  Jew ;  for  the  Gentile  is  here  warned  from  the 
v6fio<i,  and  from  seeking,  as  a  proselyte,  the  SiKatoavvT}  of 
justification  Bca  i/o/xoi/,— equally  with  the  Jew. 

As  to  the  epya  vofiov,  Rom.  iii.  20,  and  other  verses  in 
both  Epistles,  it  is  plain  from  chap.  ii.  v.  13,  that  they 
do  not  signify  fulfilment  of  the  Law;  nor  do  they  repre- 
sent an  unattainable  obedience,  under  a  hypothetical 
form.  The  vofwv  here  is  the  genitive  of  the  subject  or 
the  gen.  originis,  not  the  genitive  of  the  object.  Gram- 
matically either  construction  is  equally  admissible.  See 
Winer  N.T.  Grammar  (Gen.  case) .  In  the  Scriptures  the 
phrase  is  purely  Pauline.*  The  epya  vofiov  meant  by  him 
are  not  works  which,  (if  we  may  so  express  it)  '  lift  the 
Law,'  but  works  which  'the  Law,'  whether  moral  or  cere- 
monial, *  lifts.'  They  are  works  which  the  authoritative 
teaching  of  the  v6fju><i  elicits  from  the  evvo^io<;,  apart  from 
the  SiKaioavvr]  deov — the  grace  of  God  through  Christ-f 
They  are  the  fruits  of  the   vofio^;  aud  are  traced  to  its 

*  The  corresponding  phrase  of  the  Rabbinical  writers  n'^tt75^!3  C^TTDn 
can  mean  alike  either  (Ij  works  which  are  the  fulfilment  of  the  Law  ;  or 
(2j  works,  few  or  many,  which  are  fulfilments  of  the  Law ;  or  (3j  works 
which  are  the  fruits  of,  which  spring  from  obedience  to,  the  teaching  of  the 
Law.     Like  the  Latin  Opcro  Legis. 

f  Com     Cone.  Trid.  Sess.  y\.  Canon.  I . 
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parentage.  They  are  the  77  e/x^  ScKaioa-vvr)  of  St.  Paul 
himself  before  his  conversion,  when  he  was  not  '  just ' 
but  aSiKo<;  and  da€^rj(; — and  that  through  his  own  fault. 
For  in  his  infancy  he  had  received  the  hiKaioavvq  deov 
and  been  justified  and  had  lost  it.  Comp.  Rom.  vii.  9. 
i<yu>  he  e^wv  %ft)pt9  vofMov  irore.  k.t.\.  They  are  an  in- 
trinsic righteousness  but  they  are  inadequate — inadequate 
to  the  SLKaio<i  vrapa,  6ea>,  to  the  ^rjaerai  of  the  Legal 
Aphorism  and  to  the  eVatz^o?  deov.  Kom.  ii.  29.  Christ 
means  the  epya  vofiov  when  he  says  ''  unless  your  justice 
abound  more  than,  {irepLaa-evar)  TrXecov  =  surpass  both  in 
kind  and  in  amount),  that  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees 
you  shall  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven .^^  Matt. 
V.  20.  In  support  of  the  objective  genitive  Meyer  points 
to  the  a/xapTTjfiara  vofMov,  once  occurring  in  the  LXX, 
and  to  the  irlaTL^i  I.  X.  where  the  genitive  is  certainly 
the  ohjedive  genitive.  But  in  vain.  The  proof  of  the 
subjective  genitive  in  the  case  of  the  epya  v6p,ov,  derived 
from  our  passage  is  decisive  ;  and  had  Meyer  perceived 
the  argument  of  that  passage  he  would  have  allowed  it 
to  be  decisive.  The  Apostle  is  contrasting  the  BtKaioavvt) 
vo/jLov  with  the  BtKaLoavv)]  6eov, — the  justice  derived  from 
the  v6fio<i, — attained  through  the  v6/jLo<;,*  (comp.  Gal.  ii. 
21),  with  the  justice  which  comes  down  from  God.  In 
either  case  the  question  is  of  the  origin  from  which  the 

*  Tlic  justice  produced  by  the  ivSti^ig  and  the  5uvameo[  the  Law  when 
applied  to  the  iutcllcct  aud  will,  respectively,  of  the  ivvofiog. 
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BiKaioavvT}  is  traced.  The  one  means  what  a  man  can 
get  out  of  the  Law  (comp.  Phil.  iii.  6) :  the  other  what 
a  man  receives  from  God.  At  the  same  time  the  Bik. 
Oeov  includes  the  true  Bik.  vofiov  (genitive  ohjecti=Ta 
Tov  vofiov :  TO  epyov  rov  vofiov  ii.  14,  15) — that  justice 
which  the  Law  prescribes  and  which  is  the  fulfilment  of 
the  Law,  and  to  which  he  refers  when  he  says  :  iva  to 
BiKaio)fia  TOV  vofjbov  7r\r}pco6y  iv  ■qfilv,  k.t.X.  viii.  4.  There 
is  legal  justice  and  legal  justice.  Li  the  matter  of  Justi- 
fication '  of  life '  Luther  and  the  Extrinsicists  cast  to  the 
winds  all  legal  righteousness.  But  the  Apostle  only 
that  which  is  spurious  and  inadequate.  The  true  and 
genuine  justice  of  the  v6fMo<; — ttjv  BLKaioavvqv  ttjv  ck  tov 
vofiov  (x.  5) — which  the  Law  itself  and  Christ  also 
declare  to  be  a  Justice  of  Life,  and  which  casts  out  the 
TjfiapTov,  he  labours  with  all  his  soul  and  with  all  his 
strength  to  establish, — by  placing  it  (%(wpt9  vofiov),  on  its 
only  true  foundation, — the  BiKaioa-vvr)  Oeov.  It  is  one 
and  the  same  with  the  BcKaiocrvvT)  -q  Ik  irl^Tea^  and  the 
BiKaioavvrj  irapa  deS.  It  is  that  triune  charity  which  he 
himself  tells  us  both  in  Galatians  and  in  Romans  is  the 
fulfilment  of  the  Law.* 

Point    V. — Jowett's    Explanation    op    Rom.    ii.    13, 

AND   III.   20. 
Op  the  three  points  which  remain  for  consideration  one 

*  6  yap  ayairuiv  tov  trtpov  vofiov  irfirXijpuKi.  Rom.  xiii.  8.  ■KXrjptofta 
ovv  voiiov  j)  ayairt],  ver.  10.  Comp.  Gal.  v.  14.  For  the  quite  different 
ijfiaprov  of  the  't^'  <p  ndvTtg  i'lfiaprov  of  v.  12,  see  Appendix. 
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is  the  explanation  by  which  Jowett  seeks  to  reconcile  our 
passage  with  his  Lutheran  or  Extrinsicist  interpretation 
of  the  succeeding  chapter, — an  explanation  which 
demands  notice  rather  from  the  reputation  of  him  who 
proposes  it  than  from  any  merit  of  its  own.  He  sees  a 
contradiction  between  our  passage  and  ver.  20  of  the 
following  chapter.  According  to  him  the  Apostle  con- 
tradicts himself  "a  few  verses  afterwards."  In  our 
passage  St.  Paul  declares  (1)  that  as  regards  the  Jews, 
'  not  the  hearers  but  the  fulfillers  of  the  Law  shall  be 
just  with  God',  and  (2)  that  in  their  fulfilment  of  the 
things  of  the  Law  the  Gentiles  are  justified  and  just 
with  God.  Thirty-nine  verses  afterwards  he  declares  that 
e'^  epycov  v6/j,ov  shall  no  flesh  whatever  (ov  iraaa  crap^ 
— a  strong  Hebrew  form  borrowed  apparently  from 
Ps.  clxii.  2)*  be  justified  before  God.  That  is  to  say,  of 
the  evvofJbOL,  only  the  fulfillers  of  the  v6p.o<i  are  justified 
and  saved  and  then  shortly  afterwards,  the  fulfillers  of  the 
voixo^  are  never  in  a  single  instance  justified.  Observing 
this  quick  and  complete  contradiction,  Jowett, — instead 
of  rejecting  the  Extrinsicist  construction  of  the  ep'ya 
vofjuov  and  the  Travre?  rjixaprov  and  sweeping  away  the 
entire  Extrinsicist  interpretation  of  the  third  chapter, — 
faces  it.  And  he  accounts  for  it  by  saying  in  effect  that 
the  7ra9  of  the  Apostle  is  after  all  only  a  general  statement 

*  The  whole  clause  is,  we  submit,  not  borrowed,  but  only  the  ov  iraaa, 
designedly.    The  two  sentences  essentially  differ  from  each  other.    Vid.  inf. 


THE  SEVEN  POINTS.  155 

and  that  exceptions  to  it  both  among  Jews  and  Gentiles 
must  be  allowed.  In  support  of  this  view  he  points  to 
the  01)  yap  iart  7rpo(r(i)7r6X,7]fiyfria  irapa,  tS  OeS  as  not  pre- 
cluding instances  of  partiality  in  certain  cases.  But  the 
truth  is  that  the  airpoaoi'TroXrjp.-^ia  implied  in  this  verse  is 
a  divine  attribute  within  the  judicial  sphere  and  is  by  no 
means  to  be  confounded  with  that  divine  and  sovereign 
"  predilection"  of  which  we  have  instances  (1)  in  Jacob  : 
"  Jacob  have  I  loved  and  Esau  I  have  not  loved/'  and 
(2)  in  the  Apostles :  "  You  have  not  chosen  me  but  I 
have  chosen  you."  To  the  inviolable  operation  of  this 
aTrpoa-coTToXrjfiylria  there  never  was  in  all  the  past,  nor  at 
the  day  of  judgment  will  there  be, — nor  could  there  be, — 
a  single  exception.  The  justice  and  truth  of  God  are 
involved  in  its  exercise.  Looking  at  the  whole  argu- 
ment of  the  verses  preceding  ver.  11  we  see  that  the 
airpocroi'iroX'qp.'^ia  lies  behind  and  protects  the  BiKaioKpiaia 
of  ver.  6, — that  judicial  retribution  which  at  the  last  day 
win  recompense  every  man  according  to  his  works, 
repaying  good  with  good  and  evil  with  evil.  There  will 
be  no  loop-hole  through  which  the  Jew  may  escape  the 
judgment  (to  Kpifia)  of  God — a  'judgment  which  is 
according  to  truth'  upon  those  that  do  evil.  And  the 
Apostle  brings  in  ver.  11  at  the  very  point  at  which  he 
wishes  to  make  good  the  judicial  impartiality  of  retribu- 
tion at  the  judgment  day  in  the  direction  of  the  v6fio<;-^ 
where,  if  anywhere,  '  the  children  of  the  kingdom'  might 
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fondly  look  for  favour  and  rescue.    'Let  the  jap  which 
connects  ver.  1 1  with  the  preceding  verse  and,  (through  it 
argumentatively),  with  all  the  preceding  verses  as  far  back 
at  least  as  vv.  5,  6, — for  these  intervening  verses  are  but 
an  exhibition  of  the  aTroScoaet  eKaarS ; — and  let  the  jap 
which  connects  ver.  12  with  ver.  11   and  introduces  the 
bearing  of  the  1/0/1.09  on  the  subject  handled,  and  con- 
tinues the  argument  in  that  direction  and  connexion, — be 
both  carefully  considered.     Let  them  be  weighed  with 
reference   to   the    entire   chain   of   reasoning  from   the 
Xoyl^y  Be  rovro  down  to  the  et  Se  crv  'lovBaco'i  eTTOvofid^rj. 
All  is  one  logical   organism.      And  the  force  of    it  is 
directed  against  the  false  position  of  the  Judaiser  :    the 
v6fio<i  being  viewed  in  relation  to  the  BcKatoavvT]  irapa 
6ea>,  the  presence  or  absence  of  which  in  man  determines 
his  relation  to  God  here  and  his  fate  hereafter.     As  to 
Jowett^s  other  remark  about  the  heathen,*  we  answer 
that  the  heathen  are  by  no  means  "  without  the  pale  of 
salvation."   And  he  who  acknowledges  that  some  heathen 
are  saved  acknowledges  that  all  might  be  saved ;  that  is 
to  say,  acknowledges  that  they  are  not  out  of  the  pale  of 
salvation. 

In  the  next  place  as  the  support  upon  which  this  com- 
mentator rests  is  too  weah,  so  the  adverse  language  of 

*  "  Again  this  contradiction  may  be  illustrated  by  an  analogous  way  of 
speaking  among  ourselves.  The  heathen,  we  say,  are  without  the  pale  of 
salvation,  and  yet  wo  acknowledge  that  individual  heathens  are  nevertheless 
saved."     Jowctt,  Comm.  Horn.  ii.  13. 
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St.  Paul  in  chap.  iii.  is  too  strong  for  the  validity  of  his 
explanation.  The  Trayra?  v(f>'  dfiapriap  elvai  of  ver.  9, 
the  ovhe  6*9  of  ver.  10,  the  ovk  ecmv  6  avvicov  of  ver.  11, 
the  OVK  ecrriv  ew?  ivQ<;  of  ver.  12,  the  'irdv  aTOfia  and  the 
TTa?  o  K6a/jLo<;  of  ver.  19,  and  lastly  the  Hebraist  ov  iraaa 
aap^  of  ver.  20,  surround  the  objective  mass  to  which 
they  refer  with  a  ring  through  which  there  is  no  breaking 
away.  This  embrace  is  the  very  antithesis  of  a  '  general 
statement'.  It  secures  every  single  individual  of  the 
mass  which  it  comprehends.  The  Apostle  could  not 
possibly  have  forbidden  the  idea  of  even  a  solitary  ex- 
ception in  stronger  language.*  Further,  a  crowning 
objection  to  Jowett's  explanation  is  that  it  excludes  the 
rjfiaprov,  from  the  just  Jews  and  Gentiles.  Now  with 
the  Apostle  the  ■^fiaprov  is  certainly  cast  out  by  ver.  13, 
for  the  argument  and  the  BUaioi,  irapa  6ea>  combine  to 
cast  it  out.  It  is  cast  out  argumentatively  by  the  ov  jap, 
and  lexically  by  the  8iKaLo<i,  for  this  is  the  complete  and 
proper  opposite  of  the  rifiaprov.  But  with  Jowett  this 
cannot  happen  without  utter  extravagance.  For,  whereas 
the  Pauline  ■ijfxapTov  does  not  mean  or  include  every 
offence, — but  only  such  as  destroysf  the  8LKaio<;  tt.  6 ; — 
with  Jowett,  on  the  contrary,  it  does.  Nowhere  in  his 
Commentary  Essays  does  he  even  hint  a  division  of  sin. 

*  See  Morison,  Rom.  iii.  9,  ff.  (Monograph),  on  the  stringency  of  these 
verses. 

t  That  i<  to  say  '  mortal'  sin. 
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With  him  all  sin,  light  as  well  as  grave,  is  fatally  opposed 
to  the  BcKacoauvi]  wapa  OeS.  Thus,  his  explanation  per- 
force presents  the  just  Gentiles  and  the  just  Jews  as 
sinless  beings.  Where  are  such  exceptions  as  these  to 
be  found  ?  Again,  his  explanation,  on  the  one  hand, 
arbitrarily  restricts  our  passage ;  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
arbitrarily,  or  worse  than  arbitrarily,  relaxes,  vv.  9,  fF.  of 
chap.  iii.  As  to  the  first  point,  there  may,  for  anything 
in  the  text  to  the  contrary,  be  hundreds  and  thousands 
of  these  '  exceptions'.  As  to  the  second,  we  cannot, 
without  the  clearest  exegetical  violence,  allow  of  the 
exception  of  a  solitary  individual  from  the  range  of  the 
7ravT€<;  rnxaprov  enforced  as  that  irdvTe^  is  by  both  the 
words  of  the  Apostle  and  the  words  of  the  Psalmist. 
But  lastly,  if  no  contradiction  exist,  there  is  no  need  of 
explanation.  But  there  exists  no  contradiction  between 
the  two  chapters  if  only  the  extrinsic  or  Lutheran  expla- 
nation of  the  third  chapter  be  rejected, — be  swept  clean 
away  from  the  Trdvra<;  u^'  d/j,apTiav  elvai,  the  irdvre<i 
rjixaprov  and  the  e/37<x  v6/j,ov.  There  is  no  contradiction 
if  (1)  the  TravTU';,  &c.  simply  mean  all  the  dSi/cot  and 
dcre^el'i  whether  Jew  or  Gentile  without  exception ;  all 
that  is  to  whom  the  SiKaLoavvrj  deov  has  not  arrived,  and 
who  therefore  must  be  all  alike  poured  into  the  category 
of  dfiapTcoXol ;  and  if  (2)  the  epja  vofiov  represent  not 
the  legal  fulfilment  the  legal  righteousness  of  the  iroirjral 
vofiov,   hut   the  works    (moral   and   ceremonial)    of    the 
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uKpoaral  vofiov, — that  is  inadequate,  law-begotten  right- 
eousness^— justice  opposed  to  the  justice  '  of  faith'  and 
placed  in  tlie  opposite  scale.  Then  there  remains  no 
contradiction  between  the  oi  iroLTjraX  vofiov  SLKaKodija-ovrat 
of  chapter  ii.  and  the  e|  epytov  vofiov  ov  SiKaccodijaerai 
Trdaa  crap^  evminov  avrov  of  chapter  iii. 

Point  6. — A  Comparison  of  Rost.  hi.  20  with 
Psalm  cxliii.  2. 

Our  penultimate  point  is  a  comparison  of  the  Pauline 

words  e'l  ep'ywv  vofiov ivcoTriov  avrov  Rom.  iii.  20, 

with  the  Davidical  verse  ov  SiKaimdija-eTai  ivcoTrcov  <tov 
ira^  ^(ov.  Ps.  143,  2.  These  two  passages  are  naturally 
associated;  and  the  former  is  by  Extrinsicists  almost 
invariably  represented  to  be  a  '  quotation'  of  the  latter  by 
St.  Paul,  a  quotation  by  which  he  intends  to  convey  in 
the  most  forcible  manner,  the  universal  absence  from 
man  of  intrinsic  justice  'in  the  sight'  of  God.  Now  the 
simple  truth  is  that  whatever  the  Apostle  borrowed  he 
did  not  borrow,— /i.e.  repeat, — the  sentiment, — the  decla- 
ration of  the  Psalmist.  He  did  7iot,  because  it  can  be 
certainly  demonstrated  from  St.  Paul's  own  teaching,  not 
only  that  both  Jews  and  Gentiles  are  justified  before 
God  with  intrinsic  justice,  but  also  that  the  bestowal  and 
possession  of  this  intrinsic  justice  constitutes  their  Justi- 
fication ;  being  indeed  the  very  SiKacoavvrj  Oeov  and,  (in 
the  case  of  adults),  the  very  SiKuioavvv  e'/c  iriareo)^,  which 
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lie  is  preacliing  to  Gentile  and  to  Jew.  Of  this  double 
fact  the  second  chapter  of  Romans,  and  especially  our 
passage,  when  scientifically  investigated,  furnishes  con- 
clusive evidence.  In  the  next  place  the  two  passages  by 
no  means  resemble  each  other  so  well  as  many  would 
have  it  thought  they  do.  There  is  a  dissimilarity  between 
them,  (1)  as  to  words,  (2)  as  to  order  of  words,  (3)  as  to 
general  character.  St.  Paul  says  Trdaa  aap^  and  is 
speaking  of  the  unregenerate  and  therefore  evil,  the  evil 
because  unregenerate  and  devoid  of  the  StKaioavvr)  Oeov 
which  springs  from  the  irveviJba  ^(oottolovv.  David,  on  the 
other  hand,  says  Tra?  ^wv  and  is  speaking  of  the  '  servant' 
— Sov\o<; — of  God, — "  Enter  not  into  judgment  with  thy 
servant,  oh  Lord^' — the  ^mv  signifying  not  every  man 
who  ever  lived,  but  either  every  man  '  living  to  God',  or 
every  man  to  whom  the  ^ijaerai  of  the  Legal  aphorism 
appertains.  The  Psalmist  meaning  that,  if  God  should 
institute  a  strict  Kplcnv  between  himself  and  man  and 
thus  be  ''  extreme  to  mark  what  is  done  amiss,"  not  even 
the  just  man  (who  is  just  before  him)  will  endure  the 
trial  and  come  forth  just  in  his  sight.  Again,  St.  Paul 
adopts  a  different  order  of  words  which  somewhat  weakens 
the  supposition  of  a  quotation.  Can  any  exegete  feel 
satisfied  that  the  Apostle  intends  to  quote  the  sentiment 
of  the  Psalmist  when,  in  one  short  sentence,  he  gives 
neither  his  words  nor  his  order  ?  Further ;  which  is  of 
greater    importance,    St.    Paul    says    e^   epycov    vofiov ; 
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whereas  David  says  absolutely  ov  BiKatco6i]a€TaL.  David 
affirms  that  no  servant  of  God  shall  be,  (in  his  sense  of 
the  word  Slk.),  justified  before  him,  (with  intrinsic  justice) 
anylioio.  But  St.  Paul,  that  no  '  flesh'  shall  be  justified 
before  him  by  the  '  works*  of  the  vofio^, — by  which  he  can- 
not possibly  mean  the  fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<;.  Besides ; 
the  Extrinsicist  reads  the  epya  vofjuov  hypothetically :  with 
him  they  present  a  fulfilment  which,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  is  impossible.  Whereas  the  life  and  conduct  in 
respect  of  which  David  deprecates  the  scrutiny  of  God 
is  evidently  real  or  actual.  Here  is  a  serious  discrepancy. 
"We  conclude  then  that  St.  Paul  is  not  quoting  the  sen- 
timent of  David.  The  latter  is  speaking  of  an  extra- 
ordinary justice  and  justification  which  can  never  be : 
but  the  latter  of  that  ordinary  justice  of  justification 
which  must  necessarily  be, — if  man  is  to  be  saved.  The 
two  StKaccoOija-ovrac  quite  differ  from  each  other,  the 
Davidical  Bik.  indicating  perfect  BiKaioavvij ;  the  Pauline 
merely  saving  righteousness  by  virtue  of  which,  imperfect 
though  it  be,  man  '  lives'  to  God  here  and  inherits  eternal 
life  hereafter.  If  the  Apostle  borrows  from  the  Psalmist 
at  all  it  is  merely  the  Hebraist  ov  ira^  and  the  ivoiinov 
which  he  appropriates. 

Point  7. — The  Details  of  Eom.  ii.  15  are  kg 
Argument  against  the  True  Justice  op   the    Gentile. 
The  last  point  which  remains  to  be  considered  is  the 
bearing  of    the  latter  part  of  ver.   15  {av/i/j.apTvpovar)<i 
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.  .  .  .  rj  KOL  airoX.o'yovfJievwv)  upon  the  Argutnentum 
Velatum  and  the  true  justice  of  the  Gentile  therein  estab- 
lished. Is  there  in  the  exercise  either  of  the  avveiBrjai^; 
or  of  the  interior  reflective  \oyi,(Tfiol  anything  incom- 
patible with  the  state  of  true  intrinsic  righteousness 
before  God  ?  We  answer :  certainly  not.  That  obedience 
to  the  divine  Will  which  is  indicated  by  the  epyov  rov 
vofiov  jpaTTTou  iv  rai'i  Kap8iat<i  cannot  be  inconsistent 
with  Conscience  and  right  Reason,  and  if  so  then  neither 
with  their  exercise.  Else  what  would  become  of  Moral 
Theology  ?  Nay,  it  cannot  be  severed  from  the  energy 
of  these  agents  either  among  the  avofioi  or  among  the 
evvofioL.  But  it  may  be  asked;  is  there  not  at  least 
something  in  the  KarijyopovvTcov  incompatible  with  the 
true  intrinsic  justice  of  the  Gentile  ?  We  answer,  no : 
for  why  should  there  be  ?  Why  any  more  than  in  the 
'  Dimitte  nobis  debita  nostra/  &c.  ?  Is  not  the  Book  of 
Job  a  record  of  such  Xoyiafiol  on  the  part  of  Job  himself? 
Yet  where  in  all  Scripture  shall  we  find  a  description  so 
vivid  and  so  detailed  of  the  excellence  of  a  servant  of 
God  as  the  divine  description  of  Job's  character  to  Satan? 
According  to  the  witness  of  God  himself  Job  is :  av- 
Opo)7ro<;  a/xe/jLTTTOi;,  a\r]0ivo<;,  0eoae^7]<;,  dire'y^ofievo'i  airo 
TravTos  TTovrjpov  Trpdyfiaro'i.  Where  is  the  SiKUioavvT} 
irapd  6eu>  {deo  jiidice)  if  not  here  ?  Yet  throughout 
Job's  speeches  there  are  abundant  illustrations  of  the 
workings  of  the  avvelSrjai'i  and  the  Xoytafiol.     Again,  in 
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"the  *  Si  iniqnitates  observaveris,  Domine,  Domine  quis 
SDstenebit*  ?  of  David  deprecating  the  Traparrjpr^aL'i,  or 
severe  scrutiny,  of  God,  we  have  another  illustration 
of  the  same  processes.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
KaTtf^opovvTav  be  interpreted  to  hint  offences  mortally 
opposed  to  the  SiKaioavmj  irapa  Oe^j  how  can  such 
offences, — say  frequently  committed  and  in  more  direc- 
tions than  one, — be  possibly  held  compatible  with  the 
epjov  rov  vofiov  ypainov  ev  rat?  Kaphlcut  ?  The  natural 
and  obvious  construction  to  put  upon  these  words  is,  as 
we  have  before  said,  that  which  interprets  them  in  sensit 
integro.  But  what  a  strange  description  to  present  of  a 
grievous  ti-ansgressor  of  God's  Law  to  speak  of  him  as 
'  showing  forth  the  work  of  the  vofw;  written  in  his 
heart/  And  what  a  still  stranger  proceeding  to  confront 
the  evil  Jew  with  a  life  no  better  than  his  own,  by  way 
of  convincing  him  that  '  not  the  hearers  but  the  doers  of 
the  vofuxt  are  just  before  God'!  Showing  him  this  by 
holding  up  righteousness,  without  the  ro/io?,  in  the  person 
of  the  Gentile ! 

In  a  word,  if  the  Argumenhim  Velatum  be  understood 
and  accepted,  then  there  is  nothing  in  the  Karijyopeiv  of 
ver.  15  to  shake  it.  **  For  although,"  says  the  Council  of 
Trent,  session  YI,  chap,  xi.,  "  during  this  mortal  life 
men,  how  holy  and  just  soever,  at  times  fall  into  at  least 
light  and  daily  sins  which  are  also  called  venial,  not 
therefore  do  they  cease  to  be  just.      For  that  cry  of  the 

11  * 
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just :  '  Forgive  us  our  trespasses'  is  botli  humble  and 
true/'  Now  the  whole  of  this  passage  and  the  whole  of 
the  Pauline  verse  (ii.  15)  is,  we  submit,  neither  more  nor 
less  than  the  simple  and  natural  account  of  things  as  they 
are.  And,  as  they  are  in  themselves,  so  they  are  in  the 
Day  of  Judgment. 

Having  thus  brought  to  a  close  our  discussion  of  these 
seven  material  points  we  may  here  conveniently  subjoin 
a  parting  observation  respecting  the  Argumentum  Vela- 
tum  with  which  they  are  connected.  It  is  in  the  past 
exegetical  history  of  the  Passage  of  the  four  <yap  that  our 
explanation  will  find  one  of  its  most  powerful  recom- 
mendations. A  recommendation  sufficient  of  itself  to 
warrant  good  hopes  of  its  ultimate  general  acceptance. 
The  solution  which  makes  the  <yap  of  ver.  14,  and  the 
verse  itself  sustain  the  double  proposition  of  the  text  of 
ver.  1 3, — giving  the  '  how'  and  the  '  why'  of  that  double 
proposition  on  the  basis  of  the  Argumentum  Velatum, 
(the  Z/0/A09  means  BiKaioavvr],  the  ScKaioavvr]  draws  the 
v6fio<;),— this  solution  entirely  does  away  with  the  per- 
petual duel  which  is  going  on  between  the  two  principal 
rival  interpretations, — a  duel  maintained  through  exe- 
getical considerations  which  are  solid  and  just  on  either 
side.  Of  these  rival  interpretations  the  more  widely 
approved  one  adopts  the  natural  and  obvious  connexion 
which  joins  ver.   14  with   ver.    13,  and,    whether  by  a 
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comprehension  under,  (Meyer,  Fritzsche  al), — or  associa- 
tion with, — the  iroLTjral  vofiov  (De  Wette  al),  includes 
the  Gentiles  within  the  range  of  the  proposition:  ol 
TToirjral  vofiov  BiKaLwd^aovrat.  The  other,  advocated  by 
Calvin,*  Alapide,  Menochius,  Tirinns,  Suarez,  Mehring, 
Franzelin,  and  others,  refuses  to  include  the  Gentiles  of 
ver.  14  within  the  range  of  the  preceding  proposition, 
ver.  13  B.  and  rejecting  the  natural,  obvious  and  gene- 
rally-received connexion  makes  ver.  14  ff.  revert  to  the 
ocroL  av6fjbco<i  rjfiaprov,  av6fia><i  Kol  airoXovvrai  of  ver.  12, 
and  employs  it,  through  the  conjured-up  medium  of  an 
interposed  objection,  to  sustain  that  proposition.  With 
reason,  now,  do  the  framers  of  the  first  explanation  object 
to  the  divorcing  of  ver.  14  from  ver.  13  when  their 
alliance  is  recommended  and  enforced  by  divers  weighty 
considerations,  not  the  least  of  which  would  be  the 
suffrages  of  the  great  majority  of  expositors  both  ancient 
and  modern.  In  fact  they  can  plead  that  the  exegete 
never  lived  who  would  not  prefer  to  ally  them  if  he  saw 
the  way  to  doing  so, — who  would  not,  at  the  first 
approach,  suppose  them  to  be  argumentatively  connected 
with  each  other.  But  this  is  not  all.  They  object  that 
not  only  is  the  natural  and  probable  rejected  but  also 
that  the  strained  and  improbable  is  substituted.      They 

*  Calyin  himself,  as  also  emphatically  Meyer,  allows  (1)  that  the  fulfil- 
ment of  the  vofioQ,  if  it  could  be  attained  to,  would  be  justice  of  'life'; 
and  (2)  that  the  Sik.  of  ver.  13  if,  in  like  manner,  attainable,  is  the  same. 
Calvin.    Institu^.    The  Law.    Meyer,  Comm.  Bom.  iii.  20. 
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object  tliat  the  reasoning  wliich  would  make  ver.  14 
sustain  the  far-fetched  ver.  12 A.  is  a  reasoning  replete 
with  fallacy, — a  result  indeed  only  to  be  looked  for  if  the 
Apostle  never  designed  the  one  to  support  the  other.  In 
a  word,  it  is  objected  that  the  two  verses  (14  and  12 A.) 
do  not  fit,  were  never  meant  to  fit,  and  cannot  be  made 
to  fit,  each  other  in  the  way  proposed.  This  and  more 
than  this  the  greater  number  of  expositors  perpetually 
object  to  the  construction  of  the  less.  On  the  other 
hand,  with  at  least  equal  reason  do  the  latter  resolutely 
object  to  the  intrusion  of  the  Gentiles  into  ver.  13  in 
order  to  find  employment  for  ver.  14.  Any  one,  it  is 
urged,  who  carefully  considers  the  three  propositions 
(1)  12B.  (2)  13A.  (3)  13B.  and  grasps  and  weighs 
their  argument  will  be  convinced  that  all  the  three  are 
governed  by  the  v6fio<;  and  tw-n  upon  the  v6/j,o<;,  and 
that  ver.  13  is  adduced  to  make  good  the  Sia  vofiov 
KpiOrjcrovTat  as  affirmed  of  the  oaot  iv  vofico  TJ/xaprov, 
in  contrast  to  the  dv6/j,(o^  aTroXovvrai,  as  affirmed  of  the 
oaoL  dvofio)^  7]fi,apTov  :  that  they  deal  with  the  nature, 
end  and  use  of  the  v6fio<i  as  contrasted  with  any  other 
economy :  that  they  thus  relate  solely  to  the  evvo/jiot,  (that 
is  the  Jews),  and  cannot  therefore  be  referred  any  one 
of  them  to  the  Gentiles; — so  as  to  enable  the  com- 
mentator to  use  ver.  14  to  make  good  a  reference  and  an 
inclusion  which  is  only  his  own  suhjedivo  construction. 
These  objectors  one  and  all  affirm  and  insist  in  the  words 
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of   Franzelin :    "  Sermonem  esse   unice   de   Judaeis    qui 
acceperunt  Legem  {tov  vofiov)." 

Now  the  Argumentum  Velatum, — developing  as  it  does 
and  completing  Jowett's  original  construction, — does 
away  with  the  objections  of  either  party,  presents  no 
fresh  ones  of  its  own,  (for  the  <f>va-ec  well  admits  of 
(lexically)  two  meanings  and  of  (grammatically)  two 
adjustments),  and  at  the  same  time  opens  up  the  strong 
profound  and  skilful  reasoning  of  the  Apostle  against 
the  Judaiser,  h.e.  against  those  who  would  oppose  the 
spurious  BLKcuoavvT]  ef  epytov  v6fU)v  to  his  sole  BiKcuoavvT) 
Oeov. 

Note. — The  close  of  this  Section  affvwds  us  an  opportunity  of  remarking 
that,  according  to  St.  Paul,  Christ  himself  is  the  diicaiocrivii  Qtov  in  us 
(Gal.  ii.  20),  and  we  are  the  SiKaioavvri  Qtov  in  him  (2  Cor.  v.  21) — 
whether  as  to  ^lufj  or  as  to  iucaioavvri.  We  are  in  him  and  he  in  us,  and 
this  through,  in  and  with  the  izvtxnta  SiicaioavvTjg.  So  that  the  whole  gift 
and  possession  is  purely  intrinsic  ;  whether  we  yiew  that  whole  under  the 
aspect  (1)  of  the  Xpiarbg,  or  (2)  of  the  vvtvua  Xp.,  or  (3)  of  the  ^tic.  9tov, 
or  (4)  of  the  SiKatoavvi}  (dbsol.).  The  whole,  moreover,  resolves  itself, 
ultimately  and  ethically,  into  habitual  and  actual  Justice  or  Righteous- 
ness. Lastly  in  the  Justification  of  the  adult,  (whether  before  or  after 
the  reception  of  the  £ik.  Oiov),  the  Tziariq  is  by  no  means  ^oioTroioDtra 
but  rather  tvfpyov/xsy^j,  by  virtue  of  the  nvtviia  Xp.  ^woTrotovv,  which  is 
its  Source  and  Giver  (comp.  Gai.  ii.  20). 
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CHAPTER  VI. 
The  Eight  Chapters.     Romans  i.  ii.  hi.  iv.  ; 

GaLATIANS    II.    III.    IV.    V. 

The  bold  outlines,  and  something  more,  of  Justification 
by  Faith  are  plainly  and  solidly  given  by  St.  Paul  in  the 
eight  direct  chapters  on  Justification  in  the  two  Epistles  ; 
to  wit,  the  first  four  of  Romans  and  the  central  four  of 
Galatians.  To  these  we  may  add  the  close  of  Romans  ix. 
and  the  opening  of  x. ;  besides  a  few  passages  here  and 
there  of  less  importance.  It  surely  cannot  be  that  the 
scientific  knowledge  and  critical  skill  of  all  our  present 
non- Catholic  exegetes,  if  concentrated  upon  these  eight 
chapters,  &c.  should  be  ultimately  baffled  in  their 
endeavours  to  find  in  them  the  firm  foundation  of  results 
in  which  all,  or  nearly  all,  shall  be  agreed.  The  justice 
and  accuracy  of  the  Apostle's  reasoning,  inspired  as  it  is 
with  the  full  and  clear  light  behind  it  which  possessed  his 
mind, — the  admirable  fitness  of  the  Hellenic  Greek  as  a 
medium  and  instrument  of  argument  and  demonstration, 
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— these  are  helps  which  will  surely  meet  half  way,  and 
more  than  half  way,  the  endeavour  to  ascertain  the 
Apostle's  real  mind  and  meaning,  on  the  part  of  such  as 
appreciate  and  know  how  to  use  them.  Of  those  that  is 
who,  once  for  all,  cast  away  the  artificial,  subjective,  and 
(from  a  fallible  basis)  dogmatic  method  for  the  natural, 
objective,  and  scientific  method  of  exegesis ;  and,  looking 
neither  to  the  right  nor  to  the  left,  exhaustively  and 
keenly  collect  and  resolve  the  logical,  lexical,  and 
grammatical  conditions  of  the  Pauline  text; — working 
in  the  Greek  and  through  the  Greek  alone.  In  letters  of 
gold  should  those  admirable  words  of  Alexander  Ejiox  be 
inscribed  above  the  Epistles  to  the  Romans  and  the 
Galatians  :  "  It  would  be  easy  to  show  that  no  writer  in 
the  world  has  attended  more  to  accuracy  of  composition 
or  has  laid  greater  stress  on  its  effect."* 

We  proceed  to  give  a  rough  and  brief  explanation  of 
the  eight  chapters,  &c. ;  with  an  eye  especially  to  the 
three  words,  8t>cato9,  SiKaLoavvr)  and  BtKaiovv  taken  in 
connexion  with  one  another  or  with  the  Trurrt?  I.  X.  and 
the  v6fio<i. 

Romans  i.  16.  The  Apostle  commences  by  saying  that 
he  is  not  ashamed  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ :  for  [yap)  it  is 
the  power  of  God  unto  Salvation  to  every  one  who 
believes, — both  Jew  and  Gentile.  By  this  introduction  of 
the  7ru7Tt9  at  the  outset  and  on  the  very  threshold  of  his 
*  Knox's  BemaiQs :  Letter  on  Justification. 
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address  St.  Paul  clearly  intimates  that  it  is  of  adults  that 
he  both  is  speaking  and  is  about  to  speak.  It  is  to  adults, 
and  not  to  infants,  that  the  Gospel  of  Christ  is  preached. 
'  For'  he  continues,  '  in  it  (the  Gospel)  the  Justice  of 
God  is  revealed  from  faith  to  faith/*  Ti.e.  is  shown  to 
become  the  possession  of  a  man  through  (his)  faith,  and 
when  possessed  by  the  infusion  of  the  irvevfia  8cKaLocrvvr)<; 
is  more  and  more  developed  and  sustained  by  that  TriaTi^ 
which  the  Trvevfia  ^woiroiovv  brings  along  with  it  until  it 
becomes  that  mystic  union  with  Christ  which  the  Apostle, 
speaking  of  himself,  presents  in  ver.  20  of  chap.  ii.  of 
Galatians  (o  Be  vvv  ^w  ev  aapKi,  ev  iriarei,  ^co  rfj  rov  vlov 
Tov  Oeov).  The  irvev^a  holding  the  TricrTa  and  not  [opp. 
Baur  and  Pfleiderer)  the  iriaTL'i  the  Trvev/xa. 

Now,  with  regard  to  this  BiKULoavvrj  6eov,  is  it  not 
manifestly  the  more  sound  and  reasonable  exegesis  to 
give  to  the  word  Sck.,  in  this  the  first  instance  of  its 
occurrence,  that  natural  and  proper  meaning  of  intrinsic 
justice  which,  (apart  from  the  TTLara  and  setting  for  the 
moment  that  connexion  aside),  it  confessedly  bears  every- 
where else,  both  in  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  in  the 
Septuagint  and  the  Greek  Testament,  when  found,  (as  it 
almost  always  is  found),  in  a  yersoyial  and  ethical  con- 
nexion? Being,  on  the  one  hand,  perpetually  associated 
with  dyadcoavvr],  oaLOTTjf;,  '^pijarorr]';,  and,  on  the  other 
hand  opposed  to  dae^eca,  ahiKia,  irovTjpia.  Is  it  not  more 
*  Conip.  rfleidercr,  Paulinisin,  'Justification',  p.  175. 
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scientific  to  give  the  term,  wlieii  we  first  meet  with  it,  its 
obvious  and  usual  meaning,  and  wait  to  see  whether  that 
construction  is  confirmed  or  condemned  in  a  subsequent 
page,  than  to  determine  it  off-hand  with  a  quite  new 
meaning,  merely  because  the  Apostle  derives  our  pos- 
session of  it  from  the  7riari<; — that  is  through  a  process 
which  has  the  irUm'i  as  its  commencement  ?  We  shall 
not  have  to  wait  long.  Twenty-seven  verses  hence  we 
shall  meet  with  it  again,  not  patent  in  the  text,  as  here 
(ver.  17),  but  latent  in  the  argument  of  the  text  and 
under  the  form  of  the  hiK.  irapa  6em  (ii.  13.)  We  shall 
meet  with  it  moreover  in  such  connexion  with  the  v6fio<i 
as  to  leave  us  in  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  its  intrinsic 
import.  Further,  in  order  to  explain  this  BcKaioavpi], 
St.  Paul  subjoins  (what  is  to  us)  the  great  Evangelic 
Aphorism  :  6  Be  SiKaio<i  ex  Triarea)^  ^ijaerai.  Here  we 
would  apply  the  same  considerations  to  the  BiKaio<;  as  to 
the  SiKaioavvT)  which  it  repeats, — to  the  adjective  as  to 
the  substantive.  And  the  fact  that  these  considerations 
naturally  recur  multiplies  their  cogency.  Why  should  not 
the  hUaio^  of  the  Evangelic  Aphorism  mean  that  which 
it  is  found  to  mean  every  where  else  in  Scripture,  when 
occurring  in  a  personal  and  ethical  connexion  ?  Literally 
every  where  else:  for  it  is  only  in  the  Evangelic  Aphorism 
occurring  once  in  Romans  and  once  in  Galatians  (iii.  11 
the  soHtary  instance  of  the  word  in  that  Epistle),  that  the 
extrinsic  import  is  claimed  for  it.     In  aU  other  places  all 
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commentators,  (or,  say,  nearly  all),  give  the  hUaio^  its 
natural,  usual,  and  proper  meaning,  (yes,  even  in  Rom. 
ver.19), — recognizing  its  intrinsic  import  as  objectively  as 
they  recognize  the  intrinsic  import  of  the  ar^a96<i,  the 
do-eyS^9,  and  the  dSiKO'i.  So  that  both  the  SlKato<;  and  the 
BcKaiocrvvT)  signify  under  different  forms  and  aspects  the 
same  thing ;  to  wit,  habitual  and  actual  conformity  of 
the  soul  of  man  with  the  Law  of  God,  which  is  a 
manifestation  of  the  Will  of  God,  which  Will  proceeds 
from  the  nature  and  justice  of  God.  Of  this  conformity 
God  is  the  judge.  When  the  soul  has  it,  the  person  is 
hUaLo<i  irapa  6em ; — Deo  judice.  The  judgment  is  of  two 
things,  the  intrinsic  and  objective  state  of  the  person  on 
the  one  hand  and,  (in  the  case  of  the  eVi'0;u.09),the  standard 
of  the  v6fio<;  on  the  other.  If  the  former  agree  with  the 
latter  according  to  the  divine  judgment,  then  the  person 
is  intrinsically  and  objectively  BUaio'i  nrapa  6e(p  h.e. 
ethically  '  right'  or  '  even'  in  respect  of  the  Law.  There 
are  therefore  two  standards  (1)  the  v6fjio<i  and  (2)  the 
Judicium  Dei.  And  the  result  of  the  application  of  the 
first  to  the  person  is  determined  by  the  application  of 
the  second. 

In  passing,  we  submit  that  the  meaning  of  this  much- 
discussed  aphorism  (o  Bik.  ck  iriar.  ^'qcr.)  which  is,  as  it 
were  the  'text'  of  the  Apostolic  discourse  is — if  we 
substitute  tMng  for  person — as  follows.  '  The  justice  in 
and  through  which  a  man  lives  to  God,  and  lives  for 
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ever,  springs  from  faith, — is  ex  7rurT€(o<;.  Thus  the  ix 
iria-Teco';  is  not  combined  with  the  BtKaio<;  but  forms  the 
predicate  of  the  aphorism.  The  ^^aerat  seems  connected 
with  both  subject  and  predicate  17  ScxacocrvPTj  ^Q}rj<i — 
ix  TTMrrecD?  (sub.  iariv).  'The  Justice  of  Life  is — of 
Faith.^  This,  thrown  into  a  personal  form,  would  run  : 
o  8LKaio<;  Ik  Trtcrrea)?  i^rjaerai. 

Now  all  this, — from  the  Bvvafio<;  yap  to  the  ^jjaerai,  is 
sustained  by  ver.  18.  'For/  continues  the  Apostle  'the 
anger  of  God  is  shown  forth  from  heaven  upon  all 
impiety  and  iniquity  of  the  men  who  hold  down  the 
truth  in  iniquity.'  AU  depends  here  on  the  relation 
between  God  and  sin.  That  relation  is  one  of  infinite 
opposition.  But  for  that  relation  what  would  become  of 
the  evayyiXiov  or  the  Bvvafia  et?  creorijpiav  or  the 
BiKaioavvT)  6eov  or  the  iricrrL^  or  the  ^(or)  aicovLO<;.  This 
relation  supports  a  main  argument  of  chap.  ii.  More- 
over, though  the  airoKokvirreraL  opyrj  Oeov  of  ver.  18 
may  be  designedly  antithetical  to  the  StKauxrvvT/  Oeov 
airoKaXinrTerai  of  the  preceding  verse,  yet  still  the  opyi] 
is  not  to  be  set  against  the  SiKaioavvT)  but  against  the 
acoTrjpia;  but  the  Sik.  against  the  acre^eia  and  the  aScKia. 
The  relation  to  God  intimated  by  the  a-ojTTjpia  and  the 
^rjaerat  is  one  of  elpijvr],  (chap.  v.  1),  ^iXta,  vIqtt]^,  evaivo^, 
TCfjiT],  Bo^a,  and  ^(orj  and  is  set  against  the  opyrj  Oeov  which 
means  alienation,  vengeance,  destruction  and  irremediable 
woe.*  Here  again  is  a  fresh  proof  of  the  import  of  the 
*  We  have    here   three   oppositions,  (1)  the   ^.'ratoc  and   the   aciicia- 
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words  BiKaioavvT]  and  St/cato?.  They  are  opposite  to 
aae^eia  and  aStKia  both  lexically  and  argumentatively. 
The  Gospel  is  the  power  of  God  to  salvation  ;  for  in  it  is 
revealed  the  justice  of  God, — the  justice  of  God  from 
faith  to  faith  ;  as  it  is  written  :  '  The  just  from  faith  shall 
live/  For  the  impiety  and  iniquity  of  faithless  man 
draws  down  the  anger  and  curse  of  God.  Is  not 
St.  Paul,  through  his  evayyekiov,  clearly  introducing  the 
acquisition  of  a  hLKaiocrvvrj  which  shall  cast  out  the 
aae^eia  and  the  aSiKca  and  substituting  a  relation  of 
elprjVT]  and  ^wr/  for  one  of  0/37^  and  airoXela  ?  Again, 
who  ever  doubted  that  daejSeca  and  ahucta  are  words  of 
intrinsic  import  ?  And  why  should  there  be  entertained 
any  doubt  as  to  the  equally  intrinsic  meaning  of 
BiKaLoavvT)  and  BlKaio<;  words  repeatedly  opposed  to  these 
in  the  LXX,  and  the  N.  T.  and  even  within  the  narrow 
bounds  of  these  opening  chapters  ?  As  to  the  iraa-av 
aae^eiav,  it  seems  exegetically  better  to  include  both  Jew 
and  Gentile  within  the  range  of  the  mraaav  and  to  inter- 
pret the  Apostle  as  parting  off  to  the  latter  at  ver.  20. 
(See  Vaughan.) 

Lastly  it  is  to  be  observed  that  it  is  not  of  the  just 
that  he  is  speaking  in  the  avOpwircov  tmv  ttjv  aXijOeiav 
iv    aScKLa    Kare'xpvrwv.^      Not    of    those    who    having 

(2)  the  ^r)(JiTat  and  the  opyi)  ;  (3)  the  TriartQ  and  the  rfjv  a\r]9iiav 
Karex,ovTiiiv. 

*  There  arc  those  mentioned  again  and  again  in  Chap.  ii.  who  never 
can,  by  any  satisfactory  process  of  exegesis,  be  placed  in  the  category  of 
chap.  i.  18.     ' Naturam  expellas,'  &c. 
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received  the  justice  of  God  in  infancy  have  retained,  as 
Abel,  Joseph,  Samuel  might  have  done,  that  justice  into 
the  adult  or  moral  state  and  so  been  just  witb  God  in 
childhood,  youth,  manhood,  age,  and  death.  Not  of  the 
righteous  but  of  the  unrighteous  is  he  here  speaking. 
Therefore  not  of  all  men.  For  (1)  he  is  speaking  of 
adults,  (2)  of  adults  to  whom  the  Six.  deov  which,  he  is 
enforcing  has  not  arrived.  And  the  very  force  of  the 
Trd'i  throughout  these  chapters  is  to  the  effect  that  he, 
e.g.  the  adult  Jew,  who  is  dSiKo^  and  therefore,  in  spite 
of  his  v6fio<;,  dfiapT(i)\b<;,  needs  to  be  rendered  SiKaw; 
irapa  6ea>  by  the  divine  justification  through  faith  no  less 
than  the  Gentile  needs  it.  irporjruia-dfieda  'yap  (all 
through  the  preceding  chapters)  'IofSatou9  re  kol 
"EWT^va?  7rdvra<i  v<f)'  dfiapriav  eivdi.  There  can  be  no 
inclusion  here  either  (1)  of  the  SUaioi  irapd  6 eat  of  our 
passage,  for  that  Zik.  excludes  the  rjfiaprop,  as  the 
reasoning  demonstrates,  or  (2)  of  those  who  had  been 
just  from  early  childhood  and  unintermittently  onward. 

The  Apostle  proceeds  to  unfold  the  iniquity  of  the 
unjustified  Gentile,  w.  20-32  :  an  iniquity  under  which 
they  could  not  defend  themselves  on  the  plea  of  clarl-- 
ness  ;  for  God  had  made  manifestations  to  them.  These 
were  not,  originally,  ignorant  of  the  truth  of  God  or  the 
will  of  God,  bnt  were  men  enlightened, — (I)  yvovre^  tov 
deov  ver.  19,  (2)  to  BiKaieofia  tov  deov  e'7riyv6irre<i 
ver.  32. 
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He  then  turns  to  the  Jew :  he  is  going  ultimately  to 
place  the  impious  and  evil  Jew, — the  Jew  devoid  of  the 
BiK.  6eov,  (which  he  is  enforcing),  in  the  dreadful  category 
of  y^'  a/xapTLav  along  with  the  wicked  Gentile  in  iii.  9. 
But  in  order  to  this,  turning  to  him  he  first  places  him 
with  the  Gentile  (or  Greek)  in  the  category  of  dBiKOf 
ao-e^rji;  and  Tr]v  aXrjOeiav  iv  aSiKta  Kari'^cov.  He  urges 
on  him,  chap.  ii.  1  ff,  that  he  also  as  being  evil,  is  like 
the  Gentile  '  without  defence'  {avwrrokoyrjTO';)  against  the 
opyrj  Oeov.  For  first,  he,  no  less  than  the  other,  is  an  evil 
doer.  Secondly  the  day  of  final  Retribution,  which  is  for 
him  as  well  as  for  '  the  other ',  will  arrive  at  last.  He 
will  not  escape :  for  in  that  day  God,  by  an  Act  of 
judicial  retribution  {h.e.  a  recompense  of  honum  propter 
bonum, — malum  propter  malum)  will  render  back  to 
every  man  according  to  his  works — secundum  opera 
because  propter  opera.*  Thirdly  he  is  exposed  without 
defence  to  the  divine  wrath,  because, — and  here  he 
approaches  the  stronghold  of  the  Judaiser, — this  judicial 
retribution  will  be  conducted  to  its  end  with  strict  im- 
partiality, an  impartiality  absolutely  indispensible  to  the 
BcKaioKpto-ia  Oeov,  and  will  turn  strictly  on  the  presence 
or  the  absence  of  intrinsic  justice.  No  7rpoaco7ro\7]fj,ylr[a 
will  enter  in  with  the  vofio^,  (as  the  Jew  may  fondly  per- 
suade himself),  to  disturb  the  uniformity  of  the  divine 
act.  The  ov  yap  ian  TrpoaojTroXrjfji^lria  introduces  the 
*  0pp.  Meyer  and  Calovius.    Coram,  Kom.  ii.  6. 
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v6fio<;  and  is  intended  to  introduce  it.  The  question  as  to 
the  bearing  of  the  v6fio<s  on  the  SiKaioavvrj  and  of  the 
SiKaioavvTf  on  the  v6fjL0<:  must  now  be  fully  settled,  settled 
once  for  all,  or  the  Judaiser  will  never  be  reduced  and 
will  continue  to  block  the  Apostle's  path.  '  Evil/  he 
says  in  effect,  *  shall  bring  down  evil  at  the  day  of  judg- 
ment and  good  good.'  'For, — mark  here  the  first  of  the 
four  yapf — there  is  no  respect  of  persons  with  God.'  For 
all  who  are  found  devoid  of  intrinsic  justice  at  death, 
will  in  the  day  of  judgment  perish, — the  dvofiot  without 
the  application  of  the  v6fjLo<;  and  the  evvofioi,  (the  Jews), 
tJirough  the  application  of  the  v6/jlo<;.  Their  fate  turns 
not  on  the  possession  and  profession  of  the  v6fjLo<;  but 
upon  their  intrinsic  state.  All  devoid  of  righteousness^ 
(in  that  day,)  that  is  all  sinners,  will  perish,  Jew  as  well  as 
Gentile,  as  certainly  as  God  will  render  to  every  man 
according  to  his  works, — as  surely  as  God  is  God. 

There  is  nothing  '  hypothetical '  in  the  Apostle's 
reasoning ;  all  is  pure  matter  of  fact.  The  end  turns 
neither  on  the  presence  nor  on  the  absence  of  the  v6fio<;  but 
solely  on  intrinsic  righteousness, — that  intrinsic  justice 
which  comes  '  by '  Faith  and  not  '  by '  the  Law.  That 
is  the  point.  St.  Paul  insists  on  that  justice.  He  ivill 
have  it.  No  other  so-called  SiKaiocrvvr]  will  avail.  That 
alone  will  avail  for  salvation.  All  else  is  counterfeit. 
'  As  many  as  have  sinned  in  the  ro/Ltof  shall  be  judged  by 
the  v6/jio<i  and  be  condemned   and  perish.'      Why   so  ? 

13 
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Because  tlie  v6/u,o<i  itself  hears  witness  to  this  very 
BiKatoavvr].  It  exhibits  the  Sik.  ^g)^9  and  maintains  it  to 
be  such.  For,  with  the  evvofioq  the  fulfilment  of  the 
Law,  which  is  legal  righteousness,  is  the  justice  of  life, — 
in  which  a  man  shall  be  '  rendered  just '  {hiKaiwOrjaeraC) 
with  God  here  and  saved  hereafter.  For,  when  the  Gen- 
tiles, who  by  '  economy '  {^vaei)  have  no  v6fxo<;,  fulfil  the 
things  of  the  vo/xo^,  they  are  themselves  the  v6fjio<i, 
exhibiting    and   maintaining  as  they  do  the  BtKaioavvr} 

The  possession  of  this  is  the  all-in-all.  He  who  has 
the  shell  without  the  kernel,  he,  even  though  he  have  it, 
has  nothing  to  the  purpose.  He  who  has  the  kernel  is 
himself  the  shell.  For,  if  you  look  to  the  nature  and  end 
of  things,  what,  taken  by  itself  alone,  is  the  possession 
of  the  v6fx>o<i  after  all  ?  Nothing ;  nay  worse  than 
nothing.  It  is  for  the  unrighteous  the  sword  of  the 
executioner  and  not,  by  any  means,  the  shield  of  the 
culprit.  By  this  argument  of  the  four  yap  does  the 
Apostle  dislodge  the  Judaiser  and  explode  the  false 
justice  of  the  vofio^  and  clear  the  way  for  the  subsequent 
establishment  of  the  true  justice, — '  the  Justice  of  God\ 
He  does  it  by  bearing  down  upon  him  with  (1)  Sin, 
(2)  Judgment,  (3)  the  Mosaic  aphorism  and  (4)  the  reci- 
procal relations  of  Justice  and  the  v6/mo<;.  And  let  us 
mark,  in  passing,  what  emerges  from  this  Pauline  argu- 
ment with  respect  to  the  Intrinsic  and  Extrinsic  systems 
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of  Justice  and  Justification.  We  see  that  Intrinsic 
justice  of  life,  (for  the  SiKaioavvT]  Trapa  6em  is  the  hiK. 
^ft)^?),  is  as  much  an  objective  fact  as  the  v6/M)<i  itself, — 
as  much  *  a  matter  of  fact'  as  the  Law  of  Moses  or  the 
judgment  day.  But,  if  this  be  so,  what  becomes  of  the 
ScKaioavvT}  ix  7rurTe(o<i  of  Luther  and  the  Reformation, — 
the  Justitia  Fidel  of  Melancthon  ?  Is  it  not  a  perfectly 
gratuitous  invention  ?  What  is  the  use  of  contriving  a 
8iKaioavv7f  outside  of  or  without  the  soul  when  the  Sck. 
which  St.  Paul  requires  and  insists  upon  is  within  the 
soul  ?  To  what  purpose  does  the  Apostle  drive  the 
Judaisers  out  of  the  front  door,  if  the  Reformers,  with  a 
still  worse  proposition,  come  in  at  the  back  ?  If  intrinsic 
righteousness,  and  that  alone,  is  the  true  gold  of  that 
Gospel  which  St.  Paul  preaches,  is  the  counterfeit  coin 
of  the  Judaiser,  stamped  with  j;oyuo9  on  the  one  side  and 
irepiTOfirf  on  the  other,  a  worse  counterfeit  than  Luther's 
coin  which  is  stamped  with  ttutti^  on  this  side  and  I.  X. 
on  that  ?  Both  counterfeits  alike  supplant  the  Justice  of 
God.  That  of  the  Judaiser,  by  the  wretched  epya  vofiov 
which  only  place  him  under  a  curse  : — oa-oc  yap  e^  epywv 
vofiov  elalv  viro  Kardpav  hal.  That  of  the  Reformers 
by  an  ascriptive  righteousness, — or  a  state  or  relation  of 
justice  which  is  constituted  by  imputation, — which  will 
only  '  land'  every  soul  of  man  in  the  fires  of  hell !  For 
so  surely  as  men  die  unjustified  with  intrinsic  justice  so 
surely  will  they  perish  eternally.      That  is  the  Apostle's 

12  * 
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argument  against  the  Judaiser  founded  upon  what  will 
certainly  take  place  at  the  day  of  final  retribution  :  and 
it  is  equally  his  argument  against  Luther  and  the  Extrin- 
sicists. 

In  connexion  with  the  foregoing  considerations  we 
would  point  out  that  chap,  ii.,  and  especially  the  passage 
of  the  four  jap,  form  part  of  one  long  chain  of  reasoning 
which  connects  the  o  Se  Slk.  e'/c  iricn.  l^rja.  of  i.  17,  with 
the  iravra<i  vcfy'  d/naprtav  elvai  and  the  7rdvTe<i  jdp 
rjpiapTov  of  chap.  iii.  9,  23.  The  Apostle  wants  the 
Tjfxaprov  and  the  BcKaioavvr}  of  this  passage  very  particu- 
larly for  the  purpose  of  his  whole  argument.  When 
engaged  with  them  in  chap.  ii.  he  is  looking  forward  to 
the  rjjxapTov  and  the  BcKaioa-vvT]  of  chap.  iii.  9,  23.  And, 
when  he  has  at  length  arrived  at  these,  he  is  loohing  hack 
to  the  argument  of  the  vofia  and  the  rjp^aprov  and  the 
BUaio<;  which  had  been  prepared  in  the  middle  of 
chap.  ii.  For  by  means  of  this  he  has  fixed  the  evil  Jew 
under  the  ^fiaprov*  in  spite  of  his  Law,  and  by  the  very 
means  of  his  liaw.  This  apprehension  of  the  aim  and 
drift  of  the  Pauline  reasoning  through  these  chapters 
entirely  does  away  with  the  explanations  of  Baur, 
Pfleiderer,  Farrar  and  others  as  to  the  character  of  the 
second  chapter.      For  in  fact  hy  it  the  Apostle  connects 

*  'Yd)'  anapriav  ilvai  is,  it  must  be  observed,  the  predicament  of  those 
who  are  'under'  the  ajjiapria.  It  therefore  incliides  the  actual  ijfiapTov. 
It  is  the  condition  of  those  who  are  devoid  of  the  Sik.  9tdv  ;  h.e.  the  nvtiifia 
liKai-oaivriQ. 
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the  Evangelic  aphorism  of  chap.  i.  with  the  'rrdvre'i 
ijfiaprov,  BiKacovfievoi  Bapeav  rfj  avrov  '^dpiTL  of  chap.  ui. 
Before  proceeding  to  the  second  half  of  this  chapter 
we  will  add  the  following  remarks  on  ver.  13.  Here  we 
find,  incidentally  established,  the  first  of  what  we  have 
before  called  the  fonr  principia  of  the  Apostle.  In  this 
verse  and  its  content  is  to  be  fomid  the  Pauline  founda- 
tion of  Justification, — as  the  first  stage  of  his  unfolding 
and  enforcing  the  Evangelic  aphorism  6  Sik.  eV  ttutt. 
^■qcr.  The  BiKaiayO^a-ovrai  is  not  to  be  referred  to  the 
judgment  day  but  belongs  to  this  life ;  as  also  do  the 
other  forms  of  the  BiKaiovv  which  occur  in  the  following 
chapters.  It  is  in  effect  the  same  as  the  preceding 
BiKaLo<i  irapa  OeS  which  it  substantially  reproduces  and 
for  which  it  is  substituted  only  for  linguistic  reasons. 
And  it  means  shall  be,  or  shall  become  or  shall  be  reri' 
dered,  actually  just  in  the  iroiTiai^  vofMov.  The  '  future* 
is  intended  to  intimate  a  fixed  perpetual  law  or  principle. 
(See  Winer,  N.  T.  Grammar,  and  Ellicott,  Com.  Gal. 
ii.  16.)  Neither  the  adjective  nor  the  verb  signify  '  are* 
or  '  shall  be  accounted  just* ;  but  both  point  to  the  pre- 
ceding ^fuipTov,  their  true  and  precise  opposite.  Comp. 
iii.  9  and  10,  23  and  24;  v.  19.  And,  like  the  rifiaprov, 
they  both  belong  to  the  sphere  of  this  life  ;  though  argu- 
mentatively  they  are  both  to  be  carried  onward  to  the 
future  judgment  as  the  Tjfiaprov  is.  The  two  words,  we 
repeat,  point  to  the  ijfiapTov.     For,  if  the  dxpoaaii;  vofiov 
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were  SiKaLoavvr)  irapa  Bern,  what  would  become  of  the 
ijfiapTov  of  ver.  13  and  the  proposition  to  which  it 
belongs  ? 

Again,  this  fulfilment  of  the  v6fio<;  is,  (with  the  evvo/j,oi), 
the  consummation  the  final  form  of  Intrinsic  Justice. 
The  TTvevfia  SiKaioavvr]';  and  the  Habit  must  precede  and 
underlie.  But  since  this  '  final^  or  actual  justice  is  justice 
with  God  and  receives,  as  is  evident  it  will,  the  reward  of 
eternal  life, — for  the  Sik.  nrapa  0eS  and  the  8lk.  ^a)rj<;  are 
one  and  the  same  (Gal.  iii.  11), — then  must  this  intrinsic 
justice  {taken  in  one  view,  the  implicit  with  the  explicit,) 
be  the  very  hcK.  6eov  which  the  Apostle  has  set  forth 
from  the  beginning  and  is  establishing  in  these  opening 
chapters.  Then  must  the  SiKalwaa  of  iv.  25,  and  the 
BiKai(i)aL<;  ^w^9  of  v.  19,  be  intrinsic  justification  and 
nothing  besides.  But  this  SiKaicoac^  is  simply  Justifica- 
tion by  Faith :  the  acquisition  of  the  StKaioavvr}  -q  e'/c 
Triareco'i.  Such  is  the  Pauline  foundation  and  the  first  of 
the  four  *  principia'. 

With  ver.  17  the  Apostle  continues  his  argument  with 
the  evil  and  unjustified  Jew,  (as  the  Se  in  elBe  av  shows), 
and  addresses  him  openly  and  not,  as  before,  in  a  veiled 
manner,  &>  avOpmire  ira'i  6  KpCvcav,  ii.  1.  This  unveiled 
attack  upon  the  Judaiser,  in  which  he  presses  home, 
through  ten  vehement  verses,  the  argument  of  the 
preceding  passage  :  'Lex  non  trahit  justitiam  sed  justitia 
legem,' — is  made  to  spring  from  a  supposition  of  fact,— 
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h.e.  from  the  presentation  of  fact  in  the  form  of  suppo- 
sition. 'But  if  thou  bearest,  as  thou  dost  hear,  the 
honoured  name  of  'louSaZo?  and  makest, — as  thou  dost 
make, — thy  boast  in  the  v6fio<i,  &c.  Not :  '  if  you  whom  I 
have  been  addressing  happen  to  be  a  Jew,'  &c,  Ver.  1 7 
presents  a  steady  continuation  of  the  Apostle's  personal 
address  and  argument,  not  the  abrupt  and  dramatic 
turning  of  his  adversary  into  a  Jew.  After  assailing  him 
thus  for  some  lines  he  then, — in  order  to  sustain  both  the 
aTi,fid^€i<;  and  the  fi\aa<f)7}fi€lTat,  (for  both,  though  the 
latter  makes  good  the  former,  merge  in  one  object),  and 
to  remove  the  objection  of  the  circumcision  which,  if 
valid,  would  nullify  both,  says  to  him  :  TrepiTOfir}  fiev 
yap  a>(f)e\ei  eav  vofiov  7rpda-ar)<;.  *  For  circumcision 
indeed  advantageth  if  thou  keep  the  voiia.  But  thou 
transgressest  the  vofia,  and  therefore  this  plea  availeth 
thee  nothing.  So  that  what  I  say  stands  good.  Thou 
art  a  source  of  dishonour  to  God  and  of  blasphemy 
against  him.'  "  Stat  sententia ;  in  spite  of  thy  circum- 
cision."   (Meyer.) 

Now  the  eav  here  most  certainly  introduces  what  is 
objectively  possible  as  Meyer,  Fritzsche,  De  Wette, 
Winer,  and  others  lay  down.  The  fulfilment  of  the 
vofia  is  here  regarded  to  be  as  truly,  (if  not  as  easily), 
within  the  reach  of  every  individual  Jew  as  to  be  a 
irapa^drr)';  vofiov.  So  in  like  manner  the  next  idv  and 
the  next  ver.  26.    This  last  idv  quite  seems  to  gather  up. 
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— logically  with  the  ovv, — not  merely  the  preceding  nine 
verses,  but  the  three  preceding  these,  of  which  w.  26  ff. 
present  a  highly  argumentative  application.  These  three 
verses  therefore,  (14,  15,  16),  are  no  digression,  but  the 
prepared  basis  for  an  argument  and  an  instruction  which 
end  only  with  the  chapter. 

'Eai/  vofiov  irpda-arj^;,  we  repeat,  most  certainly  attests 
the  possibility  of  keeping  the  vofio^  in  the  case  of  every 
Jew.  For  if  not,  then  the  Gentile  without  circumcision 
would  be  able  to  attain  a  point  which  the  Jew  with 
circumcision  was  not  able  to  attain.  See  w.  26,  27. 
But  how  could  that  be  ?  That  the  Gentile  could  attain 
that  point  is  plain  both  from  the  evident  reflexion  here 
of  vv.  14, 15,  (see  Vaughan,  Meyer,  al.),  and  also  from  the 
Kpivel  ae.  Where  would  be  the  moral  and  rhetorical 
force  of  the  KpLvel  o-e,  if  the  Gentile  were  here  merely 
'hypothetical'  ?  A  hypothetical  Gentile  would  make  the 
Apostle's  argument  simply  ridiculous.  The  rbv  vo/mov 
reXovcra  set  against  the  irapa/SdTrjv  vofMov  confirm  the 
point  still  more  j  and  still  more  again  the  closing  verses 
of  the  chapter  which  no  one  ever  yet  pretended  to  be 
hypothetical  in  character.  Very  strongly  and  forcibly  do 
these  closing  verses  (28,  29),  connected  as  they  are  by  the 
<yap  with  those  which  precede  them,  evince  the  point  that 
all  throughout  deals  with  reality.  But  the  Trpdaarj^;  being 
possible,  what  difference  is  there,  we  ask,  between  it  and 
the  TToielv  of  ver.  13  ?     There  is  none.     And  so  of  the 


TEE  EIGHT  CHAPTERS.  185 

other  expressions  vv.  25,  26.  Where,  then,  is  extrinsic 
righteousness  ?  Where  is  Luther^s  BiKaioa-vvT}  rj  ix 
irUrrewi  ?  'E^eKXeiadr].  It  has  been  shut  out.  By  what 
law  ?  Bj  the  law  of  works  ?  No ;  but  by  the  law  of 
Faith, — 6  SiKaio^  ix  7rt<rT€a)9  ^^a-erac.  That  true  intrinsic 
justification  by  which  alone  man  lives  to  God  and  Hves 
for  ever,  springs  from  Faith — has,  in  the  case  of  adults, 
its  beginning,  its  root  and  foundation  in  Faith.  What 
Faith  ?  The  Faith  of  Jesus  Christ.  It  comes  not 
through  the  Law.  For  if  justice  be  through  the  Law, 
then  Christ  died  in  vain.  Gal.  ii.  21.  For  justice  could 
never  come  by  the  Law,  seeing  that  the  Law  given  was 
never  designed  to  give  life  {^(ooTroiija-at,  G^l.  iii.  21). 

In  leaving  this  great  and  fundamental  chapter  on  the 
Justice  of  Hfe,  we  insist  that  the  writer  of  it  never  so 
much  as  'dreamed'  of  the  impossibiKty  of  fulfilling  the 
I/0/109,* — up  to  the  point  of  the  hUaio^  irapa  dew  and 
the  ^rja-erai, :  never  so  much  as  once  contemplated  that 
'non-existence  of  true  intrinsic  righteousness'  on  which 
the  extrinsic  and  subjective  system  of  justification  turns  j 
but,  on  the  contrary,  meant  by  justice  and  justification 
'  of  life'  a  purely  intrinsic  thing,  and  was,  to  use  Luther's 
own  word,  a  'Justiciary'  in  the  fullest  sense,  and  in  the 
highest  degree.     The  Trwrrt?  and  the  Bixeuoavvij  Tria^eayq 


*  In  Acts  XV.  10,  St.  Peter  means  the  same  with  regard  to  the  vofioc 
that  Christ  means  Matt,  xxxiii.  4.  The  vofioQ  when  with  additions  was 
SvajidaraKros.    Our  Lord  says :  hard  to  keep ;  St.  Peter,  grievously  hard. 
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of  the  Reformation  never  even  entered  into  liis  head. 
Nay,  more, — and  most  confidently  do  we  say  it, — the 
impossibility  of  duly  keeping  the  i/o/i09  before  God  never 
entered  into  the  head  of  any  Jew  from  Moses  to  St.  Paul. 
Such  a  notion  is  forbidden  by  the  language  itself  of  the 
Mosaic  Law  throughout  the  legal  Books  of  the  0.  T., 
where,  according  to  all  appearance,  the  *  blessings'  are  as 
truly  attainable  as  the  'cursings'.      This  is  the  inference 
which  is  naturally   derived  alike   from   the  last   words 
of     David   to    Solomon    and    from    the   last  words   of 
St.  Stephen  to  the  evil  Jews, — and  to  St.  Paul  himself. 
''Who  have  received  the  Law  by  the  disposition  of  angels 
and  have  not  kept  it.'*     If  those  who  heard  these  words 
could  not  duly  keep  the  Law  according  to  the  mind  of 
the  Law,  what  meant  that  flourish — "  by  the  disposition 
of  angels"  ?     He  is  most  evidently  reproaching  them  for 
not  having  done  that  which  they  could  have  done  and 
which  they  ought  to  have  done, — nay  which  they  were 
bound  to  do.     Nor,  lastly,  did  the  notion  or  principle  of 
the  impossibility  of  keeping  the  commandments  of  God, 
whether   vtto   vofiov  or   x^pU   vo^iov,   nor  of  the  non- 
existence of  true  intrinsic  justice,  ever  enter  into  the 
mind  of  a  single  Doctor,  Divine  or  Commentator  from 
Clement   the   cotemporary   and   friend   of    St.    Paul   to 
Cajetan  the   cotemporary  and   acquaintance  of  Luther. 
All, — ^be  it  Origen  in  the  3rd,  or  Arius  and  Athanasius,  or 
St.  Ambrose  and  St.  Jerome  and  St.  Chrysostom  in  the 
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4th,  or  Pelagius  and  St.  Augustme  in  the  5th,  or  Photius 
in  the  9th,  or  Wycliffe  in  the  14th* — all  understood  by 
the  Pauline  SiKatoavvr}  BUaLo<;,  an  intrinsic  justice,  and 
understood  Sikuioxjv  to  mean  'to  render  just'  (the  word 
'just'  in  the  verb  holding  its  proper  and  invariable 
meaning),  and  would,  one  and  all,  have  referred  to  our 
passage  and  to  the  latter  half  of  chap.  ii.  as  supplying 
decisive  evidence  on  the  point.t 

Chapter  iii.  Upon  the  opening  verses  of  Chapter  iii.  1  -8, 
we  will  merely  observe  (1)  that  they  are  somewhat  di- 
gressory ;  (2)  that  the  SiKaico6rj<;  occurs  in  a  quotation 
from  the  LXX.  (Ps.  50),  and  is  therefore  Davidical,  and 
not  the  Slkulovv  of  the  Pauline  argument  and  connexion; 
and  (3)  that  it  means, — if  we  foUow  the  original  Hebrew 
where  the  word  is  in  the  Kal ; — '  That  thou  mayest  be 
just  in  thy  words  and  be  just  (or  right  and  so  prevail) 
when  thou  judgest.'  Tit  Justus  sis  in  sermonibics  tuts  et 
insons  sis  cum  judicas.%  What  then  does  the  BiKaiQ)6TJ<; 
import,  if  it  properly  represents  the  Hebrew  original  ? 
It  would  mean  '  That  thou  mayest  be  rendered  just  in 
thy  words': — '  That  thou  mayest  be  made  out  just.'  How 
rendered  or  made  out  just  ?  Rendered  ohjectively,  (h,e. 
apparently  or  evidently),  just.     '  That  the  justice  of  thy 

♦  See  Neander's  statement  of  Wycliffe's  Intrinsicism  in  his  Church 
History,  14th  Centary. 

f  See  Morison's  valoable  dissertation  on  the  Sucaiovv  (praised  by  Meyer), 
Monogpram,  Rom.  iii.  20. 

%  See  Meyer's  and  Fritzsche's  Commentaries  on  this  verse,  Rom.  iii.  4. 
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words  may  be  made  appear/  Here  we  have^  not  the 
intrinsic  justice  of  God,  hut  tlie  ohjectivity,  to  men's 
judicial  eye,  of  that  intrinsic  righteousness, — produced  by 
David's  guilt.  The  meaning  of  the  word  is  not :  That 
thou  mayest  be  attested  or  accounted  just  (Meyer,  al.)  but 
in  the  Hebrew; — Hhat  thou  mayest  be  ohjectively  just 
before  man  in  thy  words  and  ohjectively  right  when  thou 
judgest/.  And  in  the  Greek  :  '  that  thou  mayest  be  ren- 
dered objectively  just  (mayest  '  appear  just'  with  a  sense, 
thrown  in,  of  attainment)  in  thy  words,'  &c.  The  transit 
of  thought  here  is  from  the  party  rendered  just  to  the 
judgment  of  the  party  judging;  not  from  the  judgment 
to  the  party  judged.  The  thing  indicated  is  not  the 
mental  action  of  the  judge,  but  the  attained  state  of  the 
party  judged  as  confronting  the  eye  of  the  judge.  'That 
thou  mayest  be  made-manifest  just.'  The  predicate 
BLKaLo<;  has  two  distinct  forces.  It  (1)  denotes  intrinsic 
justice  and  (2)  it  denotes  ohjective  justice.  It  expresses 
both  what  is  and  what  appears.  It  signifies  both  intrin- 
sically just  and  objectively  just.  Corresponding  to  these 
two  forces,  the  verb  hiKatovv  has  two  distinct  meanings, 
which  spring  from  the  common  root, — '  to  render  BiKaLo<;\ 
The  first  of  these  is  to  render  intrinsically  just  (to  'make' 
just  as  we  usually  say)  :  The  second  to  render  ohjectively 
just — h.e.  to  manifest  just  or  to  'make  out*  just.  One 
way,  but  by  no  means  the  only  way  of  manifesting,  or 
being  manifested, — of  making  out  or  being  made  out, — 
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just  is  by  judicial  '  finding', — by  judicial  attestation  or 
declaration.  This,  together  with  '  demonstration'  by  an 
advocate,  or  otherwise,  is  '  forensic'  justification  where 
corresponding,  intrinsic,  antecedent  justice  in  the  person 
justified  is  necessarily  supposed.  Without  such  intrinsic 
justice,  forensic  or  judicial  justification  cannot  at  all  take 
place ;  that  is  cannot  take  place  in  accordance  with  the 
profession  or  rather  the  logic  of  the  act  and  the  term. 
To  '  justify*  judicially  is  to  find  just.  It  is  not  barely  to 
'account'  'just,'  but  'to  account  (a  man)  what  he  is, 
namely,  just' — or  '  to  account  and  declare  him  just  because 
he  is  so'.  The  act  and  the  term  according  to  the  logic 
of  the  one  and  the  other  is  purely  manifestatory .  To 
account  and  declare  the  impious  just  is  not  a  judicial  act, 
not  an  act  which  issues  from  a  court  of  justice  (and  to 
such  an  act  the  term  'forensic'  only  applies),  but  it  is  an 
act  issuing  from  a  court  of  grace.  It  is  a  supreme  act  of 
power  and  good  will,  a  sovereign  hene  placUum.  The 
logic  of  it  essentially  differs  from  that  of  the  forensic  or 
judicial  act.  And  with  the  meaning  of  the  act  goes  the 
meaning  of  the  term.  Now  the  system  of  extrinsic 
justification,  having  placed  the  justice  of  God  outside  man, 
— witliout  instead  of  within  the  soul,  has  been  driven  to 
usurp  the  Scriptural  term  SiKatoOv  to  denote  an  act  which 
it  never  anywhere  denotes  from  the  first  time  it  occurs  in 
the  LXX.  (Genesis),  to  the  last  time  it  appears  in  the  N.T. 
(Revelation).     It  has  been  usurped  to  express  an  act  of 
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imputation, — of  gracious  imputation.  What  has  the  forensic 
or  judicial  act  to  do  with  imputation?  The  judicial  act 
manifests.  And  the  character  of  the  justified  person  con- 
sists in,  at  once,  and  arises  out  of  that  act  of  manifes- 
tation. Every  single  instance  therefore,  which  Extrin- 
sicists  have  brought  forward  from  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments,  (from  the  Hebrew  and  from  the  Greek),  in 
corroboration  of  the  meaning  they  put  upon  the  Pauline 
BiKaiovv  and  BiKaiovaOat  is  in  fact  so  much  evidence,  so 
much  strong  argument  against  that  meaning.  They 
would  have  their  meaning  to  be  the  normal  meaning. 
Now  it  is  most  abnormal  and  indeed  worse  than  abnormal. 
It  reflects  an  act  essentially  opposed  to  the  forensic  act. 
The  character  of  the  forensic  act  is  altogether  '  objective,' 
h.e.  is  governed  and  determined  by  the  objective  fact. 
Whereas  the  character  of  the  act  in  the  extrinsic  system 
of  Justification  is  altogether  *  subjective';  h.e.  is  governed 
and  determined  by  the  dispositions  of  the  Justifier. 
According  to  the  extrinsic  system  of  reconciliation  God 
chooses  to  regard  his  divine  Son,  (whom  he  knows  to  be 
perfectly  innocent  and  just),  as  'wrapped' — Luther  would 
say — '  wrapped  in  our  iniquities':  man,  on  the  other  hand, 
whom  he  knows  to  be  guilty,  he  chooses  to  regard  as 
'  clothed'  in  his  Son's  justice.  Now  what  can  be  more 
intensely  subjective  than  this  sort  of  judgment, — if 
'judgment'  it  can  indeed  be  called?  What,  (looking 
from  the  Judgment  seat),  more  completely,  ex-arhitrio 
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either  as  regards  the  Redeemer  or  ourselves  ?  And  what 
then  can  be  more  remote  from  forensic  justification,  where 
the  objective  fact  informs  and  determines  the  act  (or 
decision)  of  the  judge?  What  is  the  'wrapped';  what  is 
the  '  clothed'  but  the  purest  subjective  application  of  a 
character  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  objective  fact  in 
either  case  ?  And  this,  forsooth,  is  to  be  a  '  judicial' 
judgment, — a  'forensic'*  act !  To  return  to  the  Blkuiovv. 
It  has  in  fact  only  two  meanings,  the  primary  and  the 
secondary,  (which  is  quite  the  more  common  one  in  the 
LXX).  The  former  is  to  'make'  just,  the  latter  to 
'  manifest'  just.  And  these  two  meanings  spring  as  two 
branches  from  one  root.  That  root  is  '  to  render  hUaio^': 
redder e  justum, :  reddere  probum  {not  p rob atum  as  H.  A. 
Schott  and  Ellicott  will  have  it).  Both  meanings  are 
factitive,  and  both  logically  involve  in  their  application 
the  presence  of  intrinsic  justice :  the  antecedent  presence 
in  the  case  of  judicial  justification,  the  concomitant  pre- 
sence in  the  case  of  intrinsic  justification.  Where  the 
person  to  whom  the  BtKuiovv  is  applied  is  impious 
(a<r€/S^9)  the  verb  means  to  '  make'  him  just, — to  change 
his  inherent  unrighteousness  for  inherent  righteousness. 
Where,  however,  as  in  the  passage  before  us,  (otto)?  av 
K.T.X.  ver.  4),  the  being  is  just  it  means  to  'make  him  out' 
just, — to  render  him  objectively  just, — to  manifest  his 
inherent  justice.     Never  can  the  verb  cast  the  adjective 

*  "  Jtxstification  is   simply   imputative    {lediglieh  imputativ],  an   actus 
fore^isis.''    Meyer,  Rom.  i.  17,  note. 
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which  '  informs'  it.  BiKaio<i,  in  its  proper  signification, 
(which  ethically  is  intrinsically  just),  is  ever  as  truly  in 
the  ScKacovv  as  it  is  in  its  own  ace  :  plural  SUaLov;.  And 
this  is  equally  true  of  the  two  words  in  the  Hebrew  and 
in  the  Latin  and  also  in  the  four  great  modern  languages 
of  Italian,  German,  French  and  English. 

Moreover,  to  pass  from  a  merely  lexical  to  an   exe- 
getical  consideration  of  the  Pauline  SiKaLovv,  we  submit 
that   in   the   eight   chapters   it  must  ever  be  taken   in 
connexion  with  the  SiKaio^;  and  BtKaiocrvvr].      These  three 
words  advance  together  in  the  Pauline  discourse.     They 
act  on  each  other  and  explain  each  other.     To  analyse 
and  explain  the  verb  as  Calvin,  Bull,  Morison,  Pfleiderer 
and  so  many  others  do,  by  taking  it  alone  and  matching 
it  against  Kptvelv,   or  KaraKpivelv,  or  eyKoXelv,^  &c.  is 
clearly  weak  collection.    In  order  to  determine  its  import 
we    must   compare   and   combine    it   with   the   cognate 
adjective  and  substantive.      The   Apostle   employs   and 
directs  the  three  words  to  one  point.     They  are  three 
forms  of  the  same  thing.      The  adjective  connotes  that 
thing  in  its  personal  connexion,  the  substantive  the  thing 
in  itself,  the  verb  the  thing  under  the  form  of  ajj-plica- 
tion.     Now  if  into  that  thing  the  v6p,o<i  enters, — as  in  the 
ol  TToiTjTal  vofiov  BtKaicod^aovTaL  we  see  that  it  does,— 

*  When  opposed  to  these  words  the  meaning  would  be — not '  when  God 
accounts  just  who  can  condemn  or  call  in  question  ?  but — when  God 
renders  just,  who  can  condemn  ?  (or)  when  God  has  made  just,  who  can 
find  fault,  who  can  bring  a  charge,  or  condemn  ?  St.  Paul's  hxaiovv 
(re  liominis)  is  always  '  intrinsic'.      His  conce;piion  of  it  is  intrinsic. 
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can  there  be  a  doubt  that  it  is  intrinsic  and  therefore 
that  the  three  words  are  of  intrinsic  import  ?  If,  in  the 
matter  of  Justification,  the  vofioq  enters  in,  Luther  and 
the  Reformers  must  depart, — taking  away  with  them 
their  'righteousness  by  Faith/  For  to  Luther  and  the 
Reformers  the  v6fio<;  represented,  not  merely  the  agency 
or  '  means*  or  instrumentality  of  the  Law,  which  St.  Paul 
himself  casts  out  (see  Gal.  ii.,  iii.,  iv.,  v.),  but  also,  and 
quite  principally,  (for  what  had  the  Church  in  the 
sixteenth  century  to  do  with  the  Mosaic  Law  and  Circum- 
cision ?),  the  moral  and  spiritual  justice  or  righteousness 
which  the  Law  both  exhibited  and  enjoined.  In  a  word 
intrinsic  Justice  ;  justitia  activa,  as  Luther, — '  obedience' 
as  Yaughan  and  others  would  call  it.  If,  however,  the 
v6fio<i  enters,  as  in  this  our  passage,  into  divine  justifica- 
tion, the  hiKaioavvrj  77  eV  TricrTeco^  of  the  Reformation 
vanishes. 

Ver.  9.  Ti  ovv;  irpoc'^ofieOa;^  'What  then?  Do  we  put 
forward  ought  in  our  defence  ?'  or,  according  to  Vaughan 
and  others,  '  are  we  preferred  ?  Do  we  excel  V  That  is  ; 
*  Do  we  Jews  V  '  By  no  means  at  all,'  answers  the 
Apostle  for  himself  and  for  them.  Apart  from  the 
%iKaLo<Tvvri  Oeov  we  Jews  can  prefer  no  hiK.  irapa  Oeca 
through  our  vofio^;.  'By  no  means.'  For-\  we  have 
already  judicially  determined  on  conclusive  grounds,  (see 

*  For  the  language,  &c.,  of  the  whole  of  this  chapter,  see  Morison's 
'  Monograph.' 

t   irpoyTiavanfOa  yap  .   .  .   -navrnQ  i«p'  afiapriat'  uvai. 
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chap.  ii.  11,  12,  13,  14,  15  and  passim),  both  Jews  and 
Greeks  to  be  all  alike,  Jews  no  less  than  Greeks,  under 
sin.  The  especial  and  argumentative  force  of  the 
nrdvra'i  is  here,  as  afterwards,  vv.  19,  20,  directed  against 
the  Jew,  as  the  Trpoe'XPfJi'eOa  shows.  And  the  Trayra? 
means,  not  all  adults  but,  all  adults  who  are  dSiKoc  and 
dae^el<s  because  devoid  of  the  Blk.  6eov.  All  these, 
nemine  excepto,  are  v<j>'  dixaprlav  and  are  '  sinners.' 
St.  Paul  has  shown  and  proved  it  in  the  former  chapters. 
The  unrighteous  Jew  is  not  BUaio'i  by  virtue  of  his 
i/o/i09.  For  Justice  is  the  end  and  ^meaning'  of  the 
vofMO'^.  And  those  who  have  not  the  Law  and  yet  are 
just  with  God  are  themselves  the  Law.  eavTol<i  elcrtv 
vofio^.  This  truth,  that  all  these  are  '  under  sin,'  St,  Paul 
proceeds  to  enforce  by  twelve  passages  presented  as 
citations  from  the  v6iJio<i  taken  in  its  widest  sense,  (comp. 
ver.  19)  :  concerning  which  passages  we  will  here  say  no 
more  than  that  (1)  that  their  import  is,  throughout, 
intrinsic  and  objective ;  that  (2)  they  refer  to  the  moral 
Law ;  and  that  (3)  they  present  an  *  universal'  to  which 
there  exists  not  one  single  exception.*  The  Psalmist 
speaks  of  all  who  are  in  a  certain  category. f  In  what 
category  ?  Devoid  of  that  hiK.  deov  which  St.  Paul  is 
preaching,  and  without  which, — as  the  irv.  BiKaioavp7](;, — 
no  man  can  either  be  habitually  just  or  able  to  be  actually 

*  0pp.  Aquinas  and  Grotius. 

f  The  Psalm  (xiii.)  begins  :  '  The  fool  hatli  said  in  his  heart,'  &c. 
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just  before  God.  For  it  is  only  by  receiving  this  gift  in 
the  wvevfia  that  man  can  receive  habitual,  and  be  enabled, 
to  acttial,  righteousness.  It  is  given, — iva  to  SiKUicofia 
Tov  vofiov  TrXijpcodfj  iv  rj/ilv  Tol<i  /jlt}  Kara  adpKa  irepiira- 
Tovacv,  aXXa  Kara  7rv€v/j,a. — Rom.  viii.  4. 

Ver.  19.  Oi8a/jL€v  Se.  k.t.\.  *  Now  we  know  that  whatso- 
ever things  the  vofio^  says,  it  speaks  to  those  who  are  in 
the  v6/i(y; ;  that  every  mouth,  (the  Jew's  mouth  as  well  as 
the  Gentile's),  may  be  stopped  and  all  the  world  may 
become  *  guilty  towards'  God.*'  The  7ra9  o  K6a-fio<i 
indicates  the  same  mass  as  the  7ravTa<i  u^'  afiapTiav 
eivai.     The  evil  mass  of  men, — not  the  yevea  Sixaia. 

Ver.  20.  Autri  i^  epyav  vofiov.  k,t.\.  *  Because  that 
through  the  works  of  the  v6^o<;,  h.e.  by  such  works,  moral 
or  ceremonial,  as  the  men  devoid  of  the  8ik.  6eov  can,  of 
themselves  through  the  teaching  of  the  vojmo^,  accom- 
plish no  '  jflesh', — be  it  the  Jew  (born  under  the  v6fio<;) 
or  be  it  the  Gentile  (proselyte  to  the  v6/jbo<i), — the  term 
aap^  here  is  expressively  used  to  designate  exactly  the 
same  objective  mass  as  the  Tra?  d  K6afio<i,  inasmuch  as 
that  mass  is  devoid  of  the  Trvevfxa  ^cooiroiovv  and  therefore 
of  the  BiK.  deov, — shall  be  justified  in  his  sight.'  Not — 
'  shall  be  accounted  just  before  him* ;  but  '  shall  be 
rendered  just  before  him'.  The  justice  attainable 
through  the  yd/i09  is  not  'justice  before  God'.  Lying  as 
the   hiK.  does   between  the  e^  epycov  and   the   ivcoTriov 

*  'YkoSikos  Ttl>  9eip.    See  Morison,  Vaugban,  Mever.    Rom.  iii.  19. 
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avTov, — and  the  transit  of  thought  being  so  evidently 
from  the  epfya  to  the  presence  of  God, — it  is  most  unsuit- 
able to  construe  the  huK.  '  accounted  righteous.'  Observe 
here  that  as  the  Si/caicod'^aovTai,  of  chap.  ii.  ver.  13 
follows  in  the  wake  of  the  Blk.  Trapa  6ea>,  ih. ;  so  does 
the  hiKaLwOrjo-eTai  here  follow  in  the  wake  of  the  BiKaco<i 
of  ver.  9. 

Ver.  20.  Sea  yap  vofiov  iiri'yvcocn'i  aixapria^.  *  For 
through  the  v6fio<i  is  the  full  knowledge  of  sin.'  What  is 
the  argument  here  ?  It  turns  upon  the  fact  of  the  dfiaprla 
which  is  set  against  the  BiKaicoO^aeTai.  It  turns  upon 
the  presence  of  sin  with  those  who  are  destitute  of  the 
BiKaioavvr)  Oeov. 

If  that  mass  which  the  Apostle  calls  crap^,  (because 
devoid  of  the  Trvev/na  ^(oottolovv),  were  to  be  justified  e^ 
epycov  vofiov  then  it  would  not  be  true  that  through  the 
v6fio<i  came  the  iirlyv(0(n<i  afiaprla^.  For  there  would  in 
that  case  be  no  sin,  but  if  no  afxaprla  then,  of  course,  no 
eiTLyvtoat's.  Sin  is  there  :  even  with  those  (of  the  mass 
contemplated)  who  are  under  the  vofio^.  Sin  is  there  in 
every  instance.  Nay  that  v6fio<i  itself  in  each  case  of  the 
evvofjios  brings  out  the  fact.  Therefore  no  one  is  ren- 
dered just  before  God  by  the  works  of  the  vo/xc;.  The 
dfjLapria  proves  the  ov  Slk.  ;  the  ov  Slk.  follows  ^^rom  the 
fact  of  the  dfiaprla.  For  the  Apostle, — concluding  the 
argument,  to  say ; — hid  yap  v6/xov  €7riyvcocri<;  dfiapTia<i 
is  as  good  as  to  say  that  the  v6/xo^  does  not  produce 
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BiKacoa-vvri.  For,  if  it  did  in  any  instances,  then,  in  those 
cases,  there  would  be  no  dfiapria.  What  then  are  the 
epya  vofiov  ?  Are  they  the  fulfilment  of  the  v6fjLo<: 
merely  hypothetically  presented,  because  in  fact  unattain- 
able ?  Impossible ;  because  the  fulfillers  of  the  i/o/x^? 
are  rendered  just  in  their  fulfilment  and  the  ^/Maprov  is 
cast  out,  ii.  13.  The  Gentiles  who  have  received  no 
v6fio<;  are  just  and  the  rjfuiprov  is  cast  out,  ver.  14. 
But  if  the  epya  vofiov  are  not  presented  hypothetically 
they  must  be  presented  actually.  They  must  necessarily 
mean  the  fruits  of  the  v6fio<i.  Such  works  as  a  man 
devoid  of  the  Zlk.  Oeov  and  of  his  own  fund  alone  can 
yield  under  the  Buva/Mt^  and  ivBeL^t<;  of  the  v6fio<;.  There 
is  nothing  else  left.  These  works  are  in  the  opposite 
scale  to  the  ttutti^  I.  X.  and  the  TroiTjcri';  vofwv. 

The  critic  will  observe  that  we  see  here  for  the  first 
time  the  v6fjho<i  clearly  put  forward,  under  the  Sta,  as  the 
'means'  or  the  'agent*  or  the  'instrument'  of  justice  and 
justification.  St.  Paul  places  it  under  the  same  aspect 
in  the  famous  verse,  el  yap  But  vofiov  BcKaioavvr}  apa 
XptoTo?  Bcopeav  aireOavev.  Gral.  ii.  21.  He  presents  it 
again  under  the  same  aspect  in  the  verse  el  yap  eBoOrj 
v6fju}<;  6  Bwdfieva  ^cooTroiija-ai  ovrco^  av  e'/c  vofiov  rjv  rj 
BiKaioavvrj.  ui.  21. 

This  was  the  Judaiser's  view  and  use  of  the  vofio^  with 
regard  to  Justification.  He  looked  to  the  v6fio<i  for 
justice  with  God.     He  betook  himself  to  it;  he  clung  to 
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it,  turning  his  back  on  tlie  7rto-Ti9  I.  X.      For  lie  who 
turns  his  face  to  the  v6fio<;  turns  his  back  on  the  irian'i, 
and  he  who  turns  his  face  to  the  TrlaTt'^  turns  his  back 
on  the  v6fio<i.     His  ^77x770-49  was  directed  immediately  to 
the  vofio^  alone^  and  aimed  at  a  fulfilment  of  the  Law 
through  the  Law  itself.     So  it  issued  and  resulted,  not  in 
the  true   BiKaioavvr),  but  in  the  epya  vofiov,  which  were 
no  Slk.  irapa  6ew.     For  the  v6fJLo<i  cannot  of  itself  get 
itself  fulfilled.     In  order  to  that  fulfilment  the  St/c.  Oeov 
is    absolutely   necessary.      'Israel/    says    the    Apostle, 
Rom.  ix,  31,  '  pursuing  after  the  law  of  justice,  to  the 
law  of  justice  did  not  attain.     Why  ?  because  they  sought 
it  not  of  faith  but  as  to  come  from  the  works  of  the  Law. 
For  they  stumbled  at  that  stumbling-stone^.    And  again  : 
'  Being  ignorant  of  the  justice  of  God,  {Ji.e.  the  justice 
which  comes  from  God),  and  seeking  to  establish  their 
own  justice,  [rrjv  IBiav  Sik.  that  is,   not  intrinsic  justice 
instead  of  extrinsic,  hut  intrinsic  justice   of  their  own 
instead  of  intrinsic  justice  of  which  the  (1)  power  and  the 
presence  (2)  habitual  and  (3)  actual  were  to  come  from 
God),  they  have  not  submitted  themselves  to  the  justice 
of  God:'  X.  3.     This  was  'Judaising:'  clinging  to  the 
v6/jbo<i  and  making  it  the  divinely -appointed  '  means'  of 
the    hiKaioavvr]  ^wrj<i.      But   this    St.    Paul  will   by   no 
means  allow.     Against  this  he  'perpetually  fights.     Justi- 
fication of  life  was  before  the  v6fio<;,  during  the  period  of 
the  i'6/xo<;,  (among  those  who  were  not  evvofioi)^  and  was 
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after  tlie  voiio^  was  done  away.  Its  scope  and  ofl&ce 
were  not  to  justify,  but  were  sometliing  essentially 
different.  To  assign  that  as  its  scope  and  office  was  to 
make  justification  of  life  impossible.  To  assign  that  as 
its  scope  and  office  even  along  with  the  Trw-rt?  I.  X., 
— that  is  to  say,  to  assign  that  as  its  scope  and  office 
at  all,  let  alone  instituting  it  as  the  sole  means  of 
justification, — is  shown  in  Galatians  to  be  destructive 
both  of  Faith  and  Justification.  What  then  was  the 
great  controversy  between  the  Judaiser  and  the  Apostle 
of  the  Gentiles  ?  Was  it  between  '  inherent'  and  '  impu- 
tative' justice,  between  Intrinsic  and  Extrinsic  Justifica- 
tion :  a  BiKaLoa-vvT]  i^  epyayv  vofiov  in  the  sense  of  Luther 
and  the  Reformation  and  a  BcKaLocrvvT)  ix  iriarecois  in  the 
same  sense  ?  No  such  thing !  It  was  no  contest 
between  the  Intrinsicist  and  the  Extrinsicist,  but  between 
Intrinsicist  and  Intrinsicist,  as  to  the  means  whereby  to 
attain  to  intrinsic  justice  and  so  eternal  life.  That  is  to 
say,  between  the  Intrinsicist  who  would  set  up  the  vofia, 
— eh  SiKaioavvrjv ;  and  the  Intrinsicist  who  pulled  down 
and  cast  aside  the  vofia  as  such  a  means, — either  as  the 
sole  means,  or  as  a  conjoint  means  to  that  end.  The 
contest  was  Intrinsic  Righteousness,  Sia  vofjuov  vers^is 
Intrinsic  Righteousness  Bta  Trurreooi;  I.  X.  To  associate 
the  great  controversy  of  the  sixteenth  century, — the 
contest  between  the  Reformers  and  the  Church, — with 
that  between  the  Judaisers  and  St.  Paul,  is  to  violate 
historical  criticism  and  misrepresent  historical  relations. 
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Truly,  no  two  antagonisms  could  more  essentially  differ 
from  each  other.  In  the  Apostolic  and  Post-Apostolic 
contest  the  intrinsic  conception  of  the  BiKatoavvr}  and  the 
BtKai(oai<i  ^&)^9  was  common  to  both  the  combatant 
parties.  The  battle  was  between  Grace  and  the  Law, — 
the  Grace  of  God,  through  Faith  of  Christ,  and  the  Law  of 
Moses, — eh  BiKatoavvrjv.  Neither  Pharisee  nor  Ebionite 
ever  conceived  of  any  other  than  intrinsic  justice,  as  the 
terms  v6fjio<;  and  epja  vofiov  themselves  plainly  show.  That 
the  Apostle,  on  the  other  hand,  contemplated  any  other 
than  an  intrinsic  hiKaioavvrj  and  an  intrinsic  BcKaioxri'i 
the  second  chapter  of  Romans,  scientifically  investigated 
and  compared  with  the  preceding  and  following  chapters, 
forbids  us  to  conclude.  His  ^foundation'  is  the  intrinsic 
nature  of  justice  and  justification.  In  fact  the  contro- 
versy between  the  Church  and  the  Reformers  never  had  a 
precursor.  No  such  contest  ever  existed  previous  to  the 
kindling  of  it  by  Luther.  There  is  not  a  trace  of  it  to  be 
found  during  fifteen  centuries.  If  there  be  any  evidence 
of  a  similar  contest  previous  to  the  Reformation,  let  it  be 
produced.  It  will  never  he  produced.  For  no  one  will 
be  content  to  produce  a  few  lines  from  St.  Clement  or  the 
fragmentary  epistle  of  a  pseudo-Justin  to  Diognetus,* 
only  to  draw  forth  the  exclamation,  '  Is  that  alF  ?  In 
what  relation  then  does  Luther  really  stand  to  St.  Paul  ? 
In  the  relation  of  the  Founder  of  Extrinsicism  to  the 

*  On  this  Fragment  and  the  first  Epistle  of  St.  Clement,  see  Cotterill's 
Fevegrimu  Proteus.    A  degree  of  suspicion  attaches  to  the  Fragment. 
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greatest  and  most  ardent  Teacher,  (save  One),  of  Intrinsic 
Justification  that  the  world  has  ever  seen !  Of  this, 
however,  we  will  speak  somewhat  more  fully  in  a  later 
page.  Here  we  will  only  observe  that  the  true  historical 
relation  between  St.  Paul  and  the  Judaisers, — the  antago- 
nism in  the  first  century  between  Intrinsicist  and  Intrin- 
sicist, — has  a  most  direct  and  important  bearing  on  the 
views  and  conclusions  of  the  'Tiibingen*  critics,  e.g. 
Baur,  Schwegler,  Hilgenfeld,  Holsten,  Renan,  and 
Pfleiderer.  These  critics  have,  in  the  main,  accepted 
Luther's  exposition  of  the  two  Epistles  in  the  matter  of 
*the  righteousness  by  Faith,'  and  his  system  as  the 
Pauline  system  of  justification, — and  have  built  upon  them. 
Undoubtedly  Wittemburg  has  paved  the  way  to  Tiibingen. 
With  these  divines  as  with  the  Reformers, — as  with 
Fritzsche,  Meyer,  De  Wette,  Tholuck,  Morison,  EUicott, 
Yaughan,  Lightfoot,  &c., — the  non-existence  of  intrinsic 
justice,  and  allied  to  this,  the  impossibility  of  fulfilling  the 
Law  to  the  point  of  the  ^ija-ertu  and  the  St/ccuos  Trapa  Bern 
are  a  fixed,  unquestioned  foundation.  But  this  basis  is  a 
false  foundation.  It  is  the  i^evSo?  irpSiTov  whether  of  the 
Reformation  or  of  modern  Evangelicalism.  To  it  is 
owing  the  complete  misconception  which  prevails  of  the 
historical-theological  relations  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Judaisers 
and  of  the  real  question  between  them  in  the  Apostolic 
age.  A  misconception  which  prevails,  as  with  the 
Reformers  and  Evangelicals,  so  with  the  Rationalists  of 


202  ON  TEE  FOUR  TAP. 

our  own  time.  When  tlie  Apostle  used  tlie  Three  Words 
in  liis  Epistles,  all  men  formed  the  same  conception  of 
their  import.  His  hearers  knew  of  no  other  hUaiO';,  of  no 
other  hiKaLocrvvr]  than  the  intrinsic.  The  verb  BiKacova-Oai, 
followed  as  a  matter  of  course.  He  intended  them  to 
understand  him  in  the  way  in  which  every  one  in 
chamber,  or  in  catacomb,  would  be  sure  to  understand  him. 
He  gives  no  explanation  of  them  but  throws  them  out  to 
receive  their  usual  acceptation, — not  addressing  men  in 
unknown  terms.  Evangelicalism,  on  the  other  hand, 
whether  at  the  epoch  of  the  Reformation  or  now,  in 
order  to  maintain  its  great  controversy  with  the  Church, 
'  drags ^ — so  to  speak — 'the  first  century  down  into  the 
sixteenth'.  It  is  unhistorical  and  uncritical  to  do  so. 
With  the  Reformers  the  great  confronting  object  and 
obstacle  was  the  Church :  but  with  the  Apostle  of  the 
Gentiles  the  v6fio<;, — the  Mosaic  Law  which,  misunder- 
stood and  misapplied  in  relation  to  Justification  and 
Salvation,  formed  '  Judaism.'  The  weight  and  attraction  of 
the  v6fio<i  presented  the  first  great  difficulty  and  danger 
to  the  infant  Church  and  new-born  Gospel  of  Christ. 
The  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Pauline  Epistles 
abundantly  show  this.  For  the  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles 
seems  to  have  been  the  great  champion  of  the  Faith  and 
Church  of  Christ  during  this  its  earliest  trial.  And  what 
Judaism  with  the  Law  of  Moses  was  to  St.  Paul  that  the 
Church    was    to    the   Reformers.      Namely    their  chief 
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antagonist.  The  two  contests,  however,  essentially  differed 
from  each  other.  And  in  the  second,  Luther,  with  his 
counterfeit  Justification  by  Faith,  occupies  the  place  of 
the  Judaisers,  while  the  Church,  with  the  true  Justifica- 
tion by  Faith,  holds  that  of  the  Apostle. 

Rom.  iii.  21.  At  this  point  there  may  be  said  to  be  a 
sort  of  pause  in  the  argument.  For  in  ver.  20  St.  Paul 
sets  forth, — ^not  this  time  incidentally  but  directly  and 
expressly, — ^the  second  of  the  four  'principia'  which 
occupy  the  opening  chapters  of  the  Epistle. 

The  first,  as  we  have  seen,  is  the  ol  yap  aKpoaraX.  .  .  . 
BcKaicoO^a-ovrai,.  But  now  having,  by  means  of  the 
second  chapter  in  general  and  the  Passage  of  the  four  jap 
in  particular,  forced  the  evil  unregenerat«  Jew  under  the 
u^'  dfiapTiav  elvac,  placing  him  in  that  category, — the 
category  of  ap,apTa>Kof;, — along  with  the  impious  Grentile, 
despite  his  possession  and  profession  of  the  vofLo^iy  he 
forthwith  dislodges  him  and  removes  him  and,  with  him, 
his  spurious  StKaioavvr)  Bia  vofiov,  (whether  for  Jew  or 
Gentile), — ^from  his  path,  e'f  epycov  voftov  ov  SiKatcoO^creTac 
iraaa  arap^  evayiriov  avrov.  Justification  does  not  come 
by  the  v6fw<;,  nor,  which  is  the  same  thing,  by  the  epya 
v6fu)v.  The  former,  instead  of  being  dependent  on  the 
latter,  is  wholly  independent  of  it.  And,  so  far  from  the 
vo/to9  and  the  SiKaioavvt)  being  inseparable,  the  fact  is 
that  no  two  things  can  be  more  distinct  and  separate. 
"Why  so  ?    Because  the  vofws  is  not  ^(aoiroitav,  and  there- 
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fore  is  not  the  source  or  means  of  the  ScKaiocruvr]  iraph 
Oew.  The  Judaiser,  as  it  were,  '  tied  up^  the  BiKaioawrj 
^(i)7j<i  with  the  Law,  both  for  himself  and  for  the  Gren tiles. 
'  Except  ye  be  circumcised  after  the  manner  of  Moses  ye 
cannot  be  saved/  '  They  must  be  circumcised  and  com- 
manded to  obey  the  Law  of  Moses/  (Acts  xv.  1,  24.)  So, 
in  another  way  and  from  another  point  of  view,  Luther,  on 
his  part,  *  ties  up^  intrinsic  justice  with  the  z/o/io?  and  sees 
the  one  in  the  other,  and  in  the  one  sets  aside  the  other, 
— in  the  matter  of  justification  of  life.  In  his  Commentary 
on  Gralatians  he  is  really  aiming  not  at  the  Mosaic  Law 
(for  what  had  the  Church  in  his  age  to  do  with  that  ?) 
hut  at  intrinsic  righteousness,  and  this,  (following  quite 
the  Apostle^s  method  of  proceeding),  in  order  to  clear  the 
way  for  his  own  system  of  Extrinsic  Justification.  His 
'  Argumentum^  as  well  as  the  Commentary  itself  plainly 
show  this.  But  we  may  say  of  him  with  respect  to  this 
verse,  Slotc  e^  epya)v  vofiov  k.t.X.,  what  he  himself  says  of 
St.  Jerome  about  Gal.  ii.  12  : — that  ''he  neither  understood 
this  place  nor  the  whole  Epistle  besides.'^  No.  St.  Paul 
certainly  does  set  aside  the  vo/no'i  in  respect  of  Justification 
and  Salvation, — and  that  both  during  the  sway  of  the 
Law  and  after  it  was  abrogated  at  the  Death  of  Christ. 
But  not  intrinsic  justice  with  it.  So  far  from  this  being 
the  case,  the  truth  is  that  he  sets  the  former  aside  (and 
condemns  all  seeking  {^rjrija-i^)  of  justification  through  it 
whether  by  Jew  or  Gentile  'coming  in')  for  the  sake  of  and 
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in  behalf  of  intrinsic  justice.  He  sets  it  aside  because  it 
cannot  produce  but,  if  used  as  the  Judaiser  used  it, 
can  only  prevent  the  attainment  of  that  true  intrinsic 
righteousness.  The  depth  and  intensity  of  the  Apostle's 
determination  to  secure  intrinsic  justice  in  order  to 
salvation, — the  ardour  of  his  efforts  in  its  behalf,  are 
exactly  measured  by  the  unremitting  energy  of  his 
rejection  and  condemnation  of  the  vofio^;  when  urged  as 
the  means  to  that  end.  For,  in  exact  proportion  to  our 
deep  appreciation  of  the  value  of  an  'end'  will  be  our 
denunciation  of  a  foisted-in  '  mean'  which  will  not  merely 
jeopardise  but  destroy  that  end.  "  Behold  I,  Paul,  tell 
you  that  if  ye  be  circumcised  Christ  shall  profit  you 
nothing."  "  Ye  are  nothing  as  regards  Christ  and  have 
fallen  from  his  grace  as  many  of  you  as  are  for  being 
justified  by  the  Law"  (Gal.  v.  2,  4).  As  though  he  should 
say  :  '  Justice  with  God,  justice  of  the  soul,  is  a  matter  of 
eternal  life  and  death.  Senseless  Galatians,  you  will 
never  attain  to  it  by  turning  to  Circumcision  and  the 
Law  of  Moses  !  Cast  therefore  the  Law  behind  you  and 
seek  the  'justice  of  God'  by  the  faith  of  Jesus  Christ.' 
But  if  now  the  Apostle  is  denouncing  the  vo/xo^  in  behalf 
of  and  for  the  sake  of  intrinsic  justice,  and  that  justice 
be  no  other  than  the  BtK.  deov,  which  is  his  theme 
throughout,  what  words  of  man  can  adequately  convey 
the  deep  antagonism  between  St.  Paul  and  Luther  ?  It 
is  the  collision  between  the  greatest  Teacher  of  intrinsic 
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Justice   and   the   Founder   of    the  system   of   extrinsic 
Justification  ! 

Yer.  21.  vvvl  Be  ^wpk  vo/jlou,  k.t.\.  We  now  arrive 
at  the  third  of  the  four  '  principia'  of  Justification. 
Justification  is  not  to  be  sought  from  the  v6/jio<i.  Having 
told  us  that  man  is  not  rendered  just  by  the  'works  of  the 
Law,^  St.  Paul  will  now  tell  us  how  he  is  rendered  just. 
He  will  tell  us  that  man  is  justified  by  receiving  the 
BcKaLoauvT}  Oeov  ; — by  the  gift  of  the  Spirit  of  Justice 
descending  from  heaven  into  the  soul  and  there  (1) 
producing  habitual  and  (2)  enabling  to  actual  justice. 
Whether  the  vvvl  Be  is  of  temporal  import  and  refers  to 
the  Advent,  &c.  of  Christ  {'  nostris  temporibus  hac  in 
parte  felicissimis/  Grotius),  or  is  a  logical  alternative  and 
expresses  a  form  of  reasoning,  is  a  question  we  shall  pass 
over  here.  (See  Morison,  Rom.  iii.  Monog.)  '  But  now 
without  the  v6/ji,o<;  the  Justice  of  God  is  (or  has  been) 
manifested\  That  is  to  say,  '  apart  from  the  vo/jio'i,'  the 
vo/xo'i  having  no  part  in  the  formation  of  the  BtKaioavvij,* 
— if  we  take  the  vvvl  Be  in  a  logical  sense  :  Or  (2)  'without 
the  vo/MO'i,'  it  having  come  to  an  end  in  Christ, — if  we 
take  the  vvvl  Be  in  a  temporal  sense  ;  "  But  now  in  these 
days  of  Christ  and  his  Gospel."  (Vaughan.)  Here  is 
the  Apostle's  third  point.  The  justification  of  man 
unattainable  by  the  '  works  of  the  Law'  is  effected  by  the 

*  Compare  Luther's  construing  :    '  Without  the  accessory  aid  of  the 
Law.' 
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divine  gift  of  justice  coming  down  to  (and  upon)  all  wlio 
believe.  From  this  gift  of  righteousness  results  our 
justification.  It  is  witnessed  by  the  Law.  For  the  legal 
aphorism  o  iroi'qa-a^  avra  ^yjaerat  iv  aurot?*  points  to  an 
actual  Zlk.  ^Q)T]<i  which  can  only  spring  from  the  Bik. 
Beov. 

Ver.  22.  BiKaLoavvr)  8e  Oeov  Sia  7ricrT€(o<;  I.  X.  k.t.X. 
Moreover,  it  is  a  divine  gift  of  righteousness  which  is  by 
faith  of  Jesus  Christ.  The  7riaTi<;  is  the  means  in  the  way 
of  a  condition,  as  the  'inarevovTa<i  partly  shows,  and  as 
the  fourth  chapter  fully  demonstrates  :  the  connexion 
between  the  incrreveLv  and  the  Gift  of  God  being  one 
purely  of  inducement,  and  not  one  of  instrumentality. 
We  receive  the  infusionf  of  Grace  and  of  the  Gifts  if  we 
believe,  (and  upon  believing),  on  Jesus  Christ.  Thus 
Faith  takes  us  to  God  through  Christ  for  justification  and 
Salvation.  Compare  the  words  of  Christ :  *'  Go  and 
preach  the  Gospel,  &c. :  he  that  believeth  and  is  haptised 
shall  be  saved." 

Yer.  22.  eU  7rdvTa<;  Tov<i  inaTevovra^.  k.t.X.  It  is  a 
gift  of  righteousness  coming  down  upon  all,  Jew  no  less 
than  Gentile,  who  believes ;  for  there  is  no  distinction  nor 
difference  :  ov  yap  iari  SiaaroXr).  It  is  not  for  the 
Gentile  only,  leaving  the  Jew  on  this  side,  nor  for  the 

*  'O  iroujcrag  avra  avQpiDvoQ  k.t.X.  That  is,  any  man,  either  Jew  or 
Gentile,  *  coming  in.'    See  Wetstein.    Rom.  ii.  and  x. 

t  Compare  the  : — iKKix^rai  iv  rdic  Kapliais  '//ifSv  ^la  TrvtifiaroQ  ay'iov 
rov  SoQtvTos  Tifilv.  "  It  is  shed  abroad  in  our  hearts  by  the  Holj  Spirit 
which  is  given  us."    Rom.  v.  5. 
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Jew  only,  leaving  tlie  Gentile  on  that.  It  is  bestowed 
indiscriminately  and  therefore  upon  all.  Trdvre^  yap 
rjfiaprov,  k.t.\.  For  all  (Jew  no  less  than  Gentile)  devoid 
of  this  Gift  of  Justice,  have  '  sinned'  and  have  come 
short,  (with  their  law  begotten  or  else  natural  justice),  of 
the  divine  approbation.  As  men  in  a  race ;  '  They  have 
fallen  short/     varepovvraL.     (See  Morison.) 

Ver.  24.     8cKatovfi€voc  Bwpeav  ttj  avrov  '^dpin.  k.t.X. 

*  For  all  have  sinned,  being  rendered  just  by  free  gift, 
out  of  his  grace.'  hiKaiovp^evoi  not  koX  BiKaiovvTai.'^  The 
use  of  the  participle  should  be  carefully  considered.  This 
passage  conveys  a  forcible  testimony  against  Pelagius  as 
well  as  against  Extrinsicism.  The  logical  emphasis  is  on 
the  Bapeav,  '  For  all  have  sinned,  being  justified  by  the 
way  of  a  gift, — and  a  gracious  or  free  gift.'  That  is  to 
say : '  All  have  sinned,  inasmuch  as-\  the  only  righteousness 
by  which  they  can  become  just  with  God, — the  right- 
eousness without  which  all  nemine  excepto,  are  '  sinners,' 
— is  a  gift  from  God,  a  free  gift  flowing  from  his  %a/3t9. 
The  BtKaiovfievot  Swpedv  clearly  renders  a  reason  for  the 
7rdvT€^  rjfiaprov.  Not  however,  of  course,  as  if  the 
'TrdvT€<i  ij/Ji.  were  the  consequence  of  the  hcKaLovfievoi — as 
though  one  should  say  :  '  All  perished  being  slain  by  the 
sword'.  But  as  though  one  should  say:  'All  are  penniless 
heing  enriched  by  his  bounty'.  Their  riches  come  from 
it  alone :  Therefore  they  were  of  themselves   penniless. 

*  Ofp-  Fritzsche,  comp.  Meyer  aud  Morison.  f  Or  seeinci  that,  &c. 
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Here  too  we  see  plainly  the  impropriety  of  determining 
justification  to  be  a  forensic  act, — a  judicial  decision  and 
declaration.   For,  wliat  have  hoapeav  and  x'^pi'i  to  do  with 
a  judgment  or  decision  which  is  wholly  informed  by  its 
object   and   governed  by  fact  and   is    determined,   not 
Kara  'XP-piv  but  Kara  to  6<f)€iXrjfji,a  ?     Grace  and  favour 
have    no   more   to   do   with    judicial    justification   than 
malevolence    or    vindictiveness    with    judicial    condem- 
nation.    Either    the    SiKaiovfievot   of  this  verse    means 
'rendered  intrinsically  just,' — h.e.   made  just, — or  else, 
now  for  the  first  time,  a  meaning  must  be  forged  for  it  :  a 
meaning  for  which  there  is  no  precedent  either  in  the 
LXX.  or  the  N.T.    Tliere  is  no  other  alternative.    It  must 
be  understood  to  mean  a  sovereign  act  of  mercy  and  good 
will,  not  merely  overlooking,  but  positively  contrariant  to, 
the  objective  fact  of  the  ijfiaprov :  a  sovereign  act  indis- 
tinguishable, or,  at  least,  scarcely  distinguishable,  from 
absolution  and  condonation.    But  now  the  hiKaiovv  of  the 
LXX.  and  of  the  N.T.  ever  signifies  either  (1)  to  make 
just,  or  (2)  to  manifest  just,  (either  by  judicial  declaration 
or    otherwise).      Consequently,   it   always   implies    the 
presence  of  intrinsic  and  objective  justice, — pre-existent 
or  co-existent  with  its  application  to  the  person.     The 
instances  of  its  scriptural  occurrence,  in  either  the  active 
or  the  passive  form,  are,  after  all,  not  so  numerous.    They 
can  be,  severally,  carefully  examined  without  much  labour. 
Morison  makes  them  all  judicial  save    one, — which   he 

14 
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maintains  to  be  of  direct  intrinsic  import,  but  it  is  not 
applied  to  a  'person  but  by  tbe  Psalmist  to  liis  'hands'  and 
'heart.'  (Ps.  Ixxii.  13.)*  Now,  wlietlier  they  are  or  are  not 
all  judicial,  one  thing  is  plain;  namely,  that  they  do  not 
even  once  present  the  meaning  that  he  is  inquiring  after, 
in  order  that  he  may  affix  it  to  the  Pauline  Blkulovv  and 
support  it  by  all  the  cases  which  he  arrays  in  its  behalf. 
The  'logic'  of  a  sovereign  act  of  'accounting  just'  essen- 
tially differs  from  that  of  the  judicial  act  of  justification. 
Therefore  the  logic  of  the  Biblical  forensic  Bckucovv,  (act 
and  term),  essentially  differs  from  the  logic  of  the  Extrin- 
sicist  BtKatovv.'\' 

Ver.  24.  8ia  tt}?  a7ro\vTpcoaea)<i  K.r.\.  St.  Paul  then 
proceeds  to  derive  this  intrinsic  gift  from  its  source  : 
from  the  redemption  of  man  through  the  blood  of  Christ 
the  meritorious  cause  of  our  Justification  and  Salvation. 
And,  ere  the  passage  ends,  we  have  BUaiov  and  SiKaiovvra 
so  placed  in  juxtaposition  as  plainly  to  intimate  the 
intrinsic  import  of  the  latter:  'That  he  might  be  just 
{h.e.  the  Depository  and  source  of  righteousness)  and  the 
justifier  of  him  {h.e.  the  Bestower  of  justice  on  him),  who 
is  of  the  faith  of  Jesus ;' — bestowing  on  him  freely  the 
divine  gift  of  justice,  on  his  believing  in  Jesus.  Compare 
the    BiKacMaaL  BUaLov    evBovXevovra    iroWot';     of  Isaiah 

*  In  LXX  and  Vulgate:  but  Ps.  Ixxiii.  13  in  Eng.  Bible. 

t  As  regards  the  Divine  Judge,  see  the  words:  oldafiev  Si  on  to  Kplfia 
Tov  Otov  t(jTi  KUTci  aXrjOnav.  Judicially,  He  cannot  hut  justify  the  just 
and  condemn  the  wicked. 
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(liii.  11):  'By  his  knowledge  shall  this  my  just  servant 
justify  many'. 

Ver.  28.  Aoyi^ofieda  ovv  iricrreL  BiKaiovadac  dvOpairov 
ywpif;  epycov  vofiov.  Thus  St.  Paul  arrives  at  the  third 
of  his  '  principia'.  Our  justice  and  justi6cation  come 
from  God  through  Jesus  Christ  by  faith  in  him  and  not 
from  the  vofio^,  nor  from  the  works  which  we,  of  ourselves, 
do  in  our  obedience,  (such  as  it  may  be),  to  the  v6/io<i, — ^a 
law-produced  justice.  In  a  word,  not  from  ourselves 
are  we  justified.  For  what  could  the  v6fio<;  do  for  us 
supposing  that  we  were  under  it, — for  St.  Paul  is  here 
taking  the  case  of  the  ewo[u)<i  or  Jew  ?  It  can  give  us 
nothing;  it  can  but  draw  upon  that  which  we  possess 
within  us.  If  the  evvo/jLo<;  has,  comparatively  speakino-, 
much,  it  will  draw  much,  if  he  has,  comparatively 
speaking,  little,  it  will  draw  little.  The  precept  of  the 
Law  only  taxes,  it  gives  nothing.  And  again,  what  it 
elicits  is  only  natural  righteousness  :  the  justice  of  one 
devoid  of  the  irvevfui  t^caoiroiovv.  In  this  famous  passao-e 
the  Apostle  shows  himself  the  antagonist,  at  once,  of 
Pelagius  and  Luther.  Of  Pelagius,  because  he  shows  that 
the  sources  of  justice  and  justification  are  not  in  man 
himself  :  Trai/re?  rjfuiprov  BiKaiovfievoc  Scopeav  rfj  avrov 
'^dpiTi.  Their  justice  '  with  God'  they  receive  as  a  gift 
from  God  and  have  it  not  in  themselves  as  q/"  themselves. 
Of  Luther,  because  the  Bik.  Oeov  is  the  gift  of  intrinsic 
justice.     The  Apostle  has  no  other  conception  of  justice. 

14  * 
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With  him  to  be  'just'  is  to  be  intrinsically  jast.  He 
knows  but  of  one  ZiKaio<;, — but  of  one  ScKatoavvr] — irapa 
Oeu), — the  hUaio^  and  the  BtKatoavvr]  of  the  second 
chapter.  The  Lutheran  chapter^  (iii)  breaks  Pelagius  : 
the  Pelagian  chapter  (ii.)  breaks  Luther. 

Ver.  30.  09  StKaicoaec  'jrepcTo/u.rjv  k.t.\.  The  Apostle 
speaks  here  as  throughout  of  adults.  Because  he  says 
ex  7riaT6a><i  or  Sta  tt}?  7rlarea><{.  God  shall  make  the 
unregenerate  Jew  and  the  unregenerate  Gentile  alike 
just  by  the  gift  of  inherent  righteousness. 

Ver.  31.  No/iof  ovv  Kurapyov/J^ev  k.t.X.  'Do  we  then, 
by  putting  aside  the  v6fxo<i  from  being  the  '  means/  or 
instrument  of  Justification, — do  we  deprive  it  of  sphere 
and  office  in  the  divine  economy  of  the  Jews  V  Deprive 
it,  that  is,  retrospectively ,  and  while  that  economy  was  in 
force  ?  This  is  mainly  argumentative  and  retrospective. 
For,  at  the  time  when  St.  Paul  was  writing  this,  the  Law 
of  Moses  had  already  come  to  an  end  in  Christ.  '  Do  we 
assign  it  no  place  and  throw  it  away  ?  God  forbid  !  We 
establish  the  i^o/io?.'  We  keep  it  to  its  own  sphere  and 
office,  and  thereby  '  sustain '  it.f  We  sustain  it  by 
establishing  that  ZtKatoavvT]  6eov  by  the  inward  power  of 
which  the  v6fio<i  can  alone  be  fulfilled,  and  so  the  TroLrjral 
v6[xov  exist.     Place  two  things  having  profound  relations 

*  Ilomnns  iii.  was  the  Refomier's  favourite  chapter :    as  Galatians  was 
his  favourite  Epistle.     See  Bleek  and  Morison  on  Galatians  and  Romans, 
f  For  larMfifv  or  icrraiojufi^,  as  also  for  Karapyovniv,  see  Morison. 
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with  one  another  each  in  its  right  place, — assigning  to 
each  its  proper  sphere  and  office, — and  each  in  its  turn 
will  sustain  and  explain  the  other.  Place  one  of  them, — 
looking  to  the  end, — in  its  wrong  place,  and  both  are 
destroyed  and  the  end  is  lost.  The  only  way  of  rightly 
understanding  and  applying  the  vofio^  is  by  rightly 
understanding  and  applying  that  true  means  of  Justi- 
fication which  had  continued  sole  and  sovereign  from  the 
fall  of  Adam.  The  sphere  and  office  of  Divine  Grace  is 
comprehended  more  fully  by  a  right  understanding  of 
the  true  sphere  and  office  of  the  v6/j,o^  ;  and  the  sphere 
and  office  of  the  vo/xo^  obtains  its  recognition  and  rati- 
fication from  a  clear  knowledge  of  the  iirayyeXia.  The 
ordinances  of  God  can  never  clash;  each  has  its  own 
path  and  object.  What  thi  v6fMo<i  was  sent  to  do  is 
explained  in  Galatians.  tcoi/  Trapa/Bacreoyp  X"^P^^  Trpoa-eredrj, 
a.xpi<i  ov  ekOrj  TO  cnrepfia  (iii.  19).  And  again:  o  v6/mo^ 
TratSaycoyo'i  rj/j,(op  yeyovev  et?  ^piarov  (24).  Now  the 
'  Judaiser'  ruined  all  by  thrusting  the  v6fio<;  into  the  sphere 
and  path  of  the  errayyeXia,  and  thereby  supplanting  the 
latter.  What  was  the  consequence?  He  never  attained  to 
the  "law  of  Justice"  because  he  sought  it  not  '  by  Faith' 
in  Christ,  but  as  from  the  vopio^  and  the  epya  v6p,ov. 
For  the  Judaism  of  the  Jew  who  substituted  the  letter 
[ypdfifia)  of  the  Law  for  the  hiKaioavvrj  e'/t  7riaT€(i)<i,  and 
for  the  Biblicism  of  the  Protestant  who  substitutes  the 
Bible  as  the  primary,  supreme  and  final  Teacher  in  the 
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place  of  the  Churclij  the  moral  is  one.  And  it  is  this. 
Not  to  put  things  in  their  wrong  places.  The  former 
persisted  in  his  Judaism^  and  never  attained  to  the 
BtKaioavvT)  6eov.  The  latter  persists  in  his  Biblicism, 
and  will  never  attain  to  the  aXijOeia  Oeov.  This  very 
question  of  man^s  Justification  and  Salvation  is  a  most 
conspicuous  proof  of  his  failure.*  Did  not  Extrinsicism 
and  Biblicism  emerge  together  ?  And  the  greater  the 
learning  and  critical  acumen  of  the  Biblicist  in  the  past, 
the  more  decisive  the  proof^ — at  the  present. 

Chap.  iv.  1.  Tl  ovv  ipov[xev  ^A^paa/x,  k.t.X.  We  have 
now  arrived  at  the  fourth  of  the  'principia'.  First; 
Justification  is  intrinsic  in  its  nature.  Secondly ;  it  is 
unattainable  through  the  v6/ji,o(;  and  by  law-produced 
justice.  Thirdly;  it  is  only  to  be  attained  through  Faith 
in  Christ, — in  the  case  of  adults.  Fourthly  and  lastly ; 
it  is  not  only  a  thing  given,  but  ib  is  a  free  gift,  a  gift 
freely  awarded  to  him,  who,  turning  himself  to  God, 
'  believes  God'  (ver.  5) — Faith  being  the  condition  of  its 
bestowal  and  reception.  By  these  four  principles  the 
Epistle  to  the  Galatians  will  have  to  be  construed.  Only 
in  Galatians  St.  Paul  is  earnestly,  and  at  some  length, 
insisting  on  the  entire  exclusion  of  the  i^o/xo9  either  as 

*  To  say  nothing  of  tbe  two  other  great  questions,  of  the  Divinity  of 
Christ  and  the  Freedom  of  the  Will.  Or  to  say  no  more  than  this  :  that, 
as  to  the  first,  Baur,  Fritzsche,  Meyer,  Ewald  and  Winer  all  deny  the 
Divinity  :  and  as  to  the  second  Lnther  and  Calvin  and  the  Jansenists  the 
Fiee  Will  of  man.     And  each  of  these  names  is  '  a  noun  of  multitude'! 
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the  means,  or  as  any  means  to  man's  Justification  and 
Salvation,  and  the  stern  and  final  rejection  of  the  Mosaic 
economy  as  a  thing  of  the  past.  Here  seems  to  be 
another  pause,  for  the  Apostle  now  leaves  the  v6fio<;  and 
recalls  the  justification  of  Abi-aham,  (which  took  place 
long  before  the  period  of  the  Law),  as  a  case  calculated 
to  make  the  deepest  impression  on  the  Israelite. 

Yer.  1.  Ti  ow  ipovfiev,  k.t.\.  We  offer  the  following 
as  an  approximation  to  the  reasoning  of  the  Apostle. 
*'  Nothing  then  did  our  father  Abraham  find  according  to 
the  flesh.*  For  Abraham  was  not  rendered  just  from 
works, — so  as  to  have  glory  in  himself  and  not  in 
God  (or,  to-God-ward).  For  what  says  the  Scripture: 
*  Abraham  believed  God  and  it  was  reckoned  to  him  unto 
justice.' ''  Believed  God.  Words  which  of  thernselvesf 
show  that  the  hiKaLoavvrj,  beside  being  awarded,  was 
freely  awarded  to  him.  For,  to  receive  e/c  TriVreco?,  and 
to  receive  Kara  -^dpiv,  are  one  and  the  same  thing, 
compare  ver.  16.  Moreover,  as  the  iiriaTevae  shows  that 
the  8iKaioavvij  was  a  free  gift  to  Abraham,  so  the 
iXoyiaOr],  through  the  eTriarevcre,  shows  that  it  was  a 
thing  bestawed, — given  to  Abraham,  not  formed  by  him  out 
of  his  own  fund  or  strength,     epya  =  his  own  attainments. 

*  The  yap  of  ver.  3  sustains  Ter.  2,  it  yap.  r.r.X.  and  through  it,  and 
with  it,  ver.  1,  rt  ovv  ipovfitv.  The  question  '  What  did  he  find'  ?  amounts, 
we  submit,  to  : — '  He  found  nothing'.  And  again  the  li  yap — '  for  if  he 
were  justified',  &c.  amounts  to  '  for  he  was  not  justified'. 

t  That  is  ;  if  spoken  of  a  justified  person  as  they  are  here. 
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Ver.  4.  Tc3  Ze  ipja^ofievo),  k.t.X.  But  to  the  *  worker' 
tlie  recompense  {i.e.,  his  wages)  is  not  reckoned  (with  a 
reckoning  that  is  of  '  award/  imputation  being  here  of 
course  out  of  the  question)  on  the  principle  of  '  grace/ 
but  on  the  principle  of  '  debt/  His  wages  are  paid  him. 
But^  on  the  other  liand,  Ho  him  that  '^worketh'  not,  but 
believeth  on  him  who  renders  the  impious  just^ — to  him 
his  faith  is  reckoned  unto  justice'  (ver.  5).  Now  as  to 
these  words  Xoyl^erai  r]  TrlaTt'i  avrov  eh  StKaiocrvvrjv,  we 
submit  the  following  points.  First,  the  \oyia/jio^  here 
meant  is  a  reckoning  of  aivard,  as  is  seen  (1)  from  the 
Tft)  8e  ipya^ofMevm  6  ficaOb';^  ov  Xoyl^erac  k.t.X,  and  (2) 
from  the  ei?  to  XoyiaOTJvat  Kal  avrol^  ttjv  SiKaioavvTjv 
(ver.  11).  That  in  one  place  the  TriaTi^  is  said  to  be 
reckoned  (or  counted) ;  that  in  another  the  SiKacoavvr] ; 
that  in  a  third  God  is  said  to  reckon  the  BiKaLoavvr)  to 
the  person, — all  this  is  simply  due  to  the  flexibility  of 
the  word  itself.  Secondly,  it  appears  that  there  are  three 
distinct  uses  of  the  Xoyi^eaOal  {rcvl)  rl  et9  Tt.f     Three 

*  Fritzsche  joins  the  ry  (pya!^ofikv<{>  to  the  fiiffObc  :  but  it  ought  to  be 
joined  here,  as  elsewhere,  with  the  Xoyi^ftrGai.  He  says  nothing  reliable 
for  his  construction  and  against  it  is  (1)  the  strong  affinity  of  the  T(f 
ipyai.  with  the  preceding  atTip  (ver.  3).  (2)  the  invariable  combination  (in 
cliap.  iv.)  of  the  act  with  the  person,  i.e.  of  the  verb  with  the  object.  (3)  the 
evident  exact  antithesis  between  the  T<p  Si  tpya^.  of  ver.  4  and  the  rr^  Se 
fXT)  ipyaK-  of  ver.  5.  Besides,  Fritzsche  has  an  object  in  view.  He  is  bent 
on  getting  rid  of  that  use  of  the  Xoyii^.  Tivi  ri  tig  ri  ace.  to  which  it  means 
a  reckoning  of  aivard.  But  the  word  ftiaObi  proves  (1)  that  the  verb 
bears  this  meaning  ;  (2)  that  this  meaning  is  the  meaning  throughout. 
For  it  has  but  one  sense  throughout. 

j  Cump.  Fritzsche,  Comm.  Rom.  ii.  iv. 
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different  kinds  of  \oyiafio<;  can  be  found  in  the  Greek 
Scriptures.  To  wit :  (1)  a  reckoning  or  \oyicr/Mo<;  of 
'  equation*  (as  we  may  term  it)  ;  (2)  a  reckoning  of 
'  equivalence' ;  and  (3)  a  reckoning  of  '  award.'  And  of 
these  three  Xoyta/iol  the  last  is,  (except  in  the  Davidical 
verse),  the  \oyia-fio<;  of  this  chapter. 

Of  the  first  of  these  three  we  perhaps  have  an  instance 
in  the  115th  Psalm  :  xal  iXoyuxOr]  avrS  et9  BiKaioffvvrjv. 
"  And  it  (his  act)  was  reckoned,  or  counted  to  him  as  (or 
for)  a  righteous  deed, — as  righteousness."  Here  is  a 
\oyccrfj,o<i  of  equation.  Of  the  second  in  Rom.  ii.  26.  ov)(l 
7)  cLKpo^vaTia  avToii  el<;  TreptrofiTjv  7wyia6}](TeTat ;  'shall 
not  h's  uncircumcision  be  recJconed  for  circumcision'  ?  The 
just  Gentile  here  gains  neither  carnal  circumcision  nor  the 
imputation  of  it — why  should  it  be  imputed  ? — but  his 
spiritual  is  reckoned  to  be  as  good  as  the  ceremonial. 
Here  is  a  Xoyiafiof  of  equivalence.  Of  the  third  in  our 
words  :  Xoyi^erat  i)  iricnL'i  avrov  eh  BiKatoavvijv.  Here 
is  a  XoyLafi6<i  of  '  award'.  The  gift  of  righteousness  is 
awarded  to  the  believer  {e.g.,  Abraham)*  for  his  faith, 
and  by  that  gift  of  righteousness  he  is  rendered  intrin- 
sically just.  His  faith  is  reckoned  to  him  unto  justice. 
The  et9  hiKaLocrvvTjv  means; — iitjustitia  habeatur.  In  like 
manner  in  our  own  English  language  we  find  an  equal 
flexibility  in  the  word  '  reckoned',  or  '  counted'.     Faith, 

*  In  Abraham's  case,  however,  the  gift  mnst  hare  been  on  increase  (of 
justice)  freely  bestowed  ;  for  he  certainly  was  justified  before  and  '  ihe 
friend  ot  God'.     But  the  passage  serves  St.  Paul's  purpose. 


218  ON  THE  FOUR  TAP. 

we  can  say,  '  is  reckoned  to  such  an  one  unto  justice' ; 
'Justice  is  reckoned  to  him';  'God  reckons  justice  to 
him'.  And  further,  as  (by  adoption)  in  the  Greek,  so  also 
in  the  English  there  are  found  three  different  Xoyicr/xol — 
that  is,  three  sorts  of  '  counting' ;  three  processes  of 
reckoning.  We  also  have  (1)  a  Xoyca-fio^  of  equation, 
(2)  a  Xoyt(rfjLo<i  of  equivalence,  and  (3)  a  \ojicrfjLb<;  of 
award.  As  to  the  first  we  say :  '  Burglary  is  reckoned 
felony'.  As  to  the  second :  ■'  Election  by  acclamation 
counts  for  (reckons  for)  canonical  (or  regular)  election'. 
As  to  the  third :  '  A  white  ticket  counts  for  a  reserved 
seat'. 

In  the  next  place  observe  that  the  BtKacoavpT]  of  this 
chapter  is  the  very  Slk.  which  Abraham  obtains.  It  is  in 
this  very  justice  that  he  is  justified.  It  is  manifestly  the 
very  Sik.  €k  Trlcrrew'i  which  the  Apostle  is  all  along 
upholding  and  enforcing  (compare  vv.  6,  9,  11,  13,  23, 
24)  and  which  we  know,  from  previous  sources  of  infor- 
mation, to  be  intrinsic  in  its  nature  and  therefore  to  be 
a  thing  of  infusion  not  of  imputation.  Throughout  the 
whole  chapter  we  see  that  it  accrues  to  the  believer, 
[e.g.  Abraham),  and  constitutes  his  state  and  character. 
The  SiKaioavvr)  here  is  as  plainly  the  Slk.  of  St.  Paul's 
Thesis  as  the  iricnL';  is  the  irlarL'i  of  his  Thesis.  More- 
over, never  does  he  use  the  word  ZtKaioavvr)  absolute  but 
he  means  BLKatoavvr)  ^(orj'i.  Never  once,  either  in  Romans 
or  in  Galatians.     Comp.  Gal.  ii.  21 ;    iii.  2.       Compare 
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also   the   rrjv   Blk.  of  Rom.  iv.   11,  with   the  tj  Bik.  of 
Gal.  iii.  21. 

To  refer  us,  therefore,  as  Yaughan  and  others  do,  to  the 
Xoyi^erat  of  chap.  ii.  26,  which  has  no  avrw,  is  quite  incor- 
rect. For  the  Gentile  does  not  obtain  the  ceremonial 
7r€piT0fj,r)  of  the  second  chapter,  whereas  Abraham  does 
obtain  the  BiKaioavvr)  of  the  fourth,  and  in  it  he  becomes 
BLKaio<i  Trapa  OeS.  It  is  the  Justice  of  his  Justification. 
The  words  Xoyi^erai,  -q  7riaTt<i  avrov  et?  BiKaioavvtjv, 
then  do  not  import  either   (1)  that  justice  is  imputed,  or 

(2)  that   the    iriaTi^   is    reputed   in   lieu    of  justice,    or 

(3)  that  it  is  accepted  as  justice.  They  mean  that  the 
Tria-Ti'i  is  reckoned  to  the  believer  unto  justice — so  that 
the  gift  of  justice  is  awarded  him.  By  Vaughan's  expla- 
nation the  Extrinsicist  actually  dispenses  with  the  Bik. 
and  thus  strips  Abraham  of  that  very  justice  which  it  is 
the  object  of  the  Apostle  to  show  that  he  obtained, — and 
but  for  which  he  would  not  have  been  justified  at  all. 
No.  What  St.  Paul  teaches  us  here  is  (1)  that  in  divine 
justification  the  righteousness  is  bestowed, — ^bestowed 
from  without  not  formed  from  within ;  (2)  that  this 
bestowal  is  a  free  gift  not  a  thing  awarded  to  meiit,  but 
freely  awarded  to  the  believer  for  his  7riaTi<i.*  This  is 
the  last  of  the  four  '  Principia.* 

*  As  regards  the  T(fi  ci  ipyaZofisvip  k.t.X.  of  ver.  4,  we  can  as  little 
accept  the  explanation  of  Jowett  as  the  constmction  of  Fritzsche.  The 
former  says  there  is  "  a  slight  inaccuracy'  in  the  repetition  (implicitly)  of 
the  Xoyi'^trni  before  the  Kara  to  6(pii\r]fia,  and  that  the  meaning  of  the 
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The  hiKatoavvri,  then,  is  derived  from  the  irlarL'i 
through  the  medium  of  a  divine  and  gracious  award, — 
a  Xo<yi,a/jLo<i  Kara  x^pcv.  This  derivation  is  the  process 
indicated  by  the  e'/c  and  the  8ta  of  Romans  and  Galatians. 
And  this  process  forms  the  connexion  between  Faith  and 
Justification.  Now,  in  the  passage  which  expressly 
unfolds  this  connexion  (iv.  3),  we  discern  a  clear  refuta- 
tion of  the  ^  instrumentality'  of  the  Trlcrri^,  and  of  the 
instrumental  Sia  in  the  matter  of  Justification.  The 
instrumental  apprehension  ascribed  to  the  iriarL^;  by  the 
Reformers  and  by  the  great,  if  not  the  entire,  mass  of 
their  followers  is  one  of  the  most  prominent  features  of 
the  system  of  Extrinsic  Justification.  It  is  the  logical 
principle  and  the  (all  but)  invariable  concomitant  of  the 

Apostle  is  as  though  tan  were  tV.ere  instead.  But,  in  truth,  there  is  no 
inaccuracy  whatever.  St.  Paul  refers  both  the  Kara  ^wp'"  and  the  Kara 
TO  6<p.  back  to  the  same  \oyiZ,iTui.  The  antithesis  is  not  between 
'  imputing  freely'  and  '  paying  a  debt' ;  but  between  an  *  accruing'  ou  the 
principle  of  'grace'  or  free  favour,  and  an  '  accruing'  on  the  principle  of 
debt  or  'merit'.  Had  the  Xoyi^trai  been  peculiar  to  the  TviartvovTi  and 
the  Kard  xapij'  and  been  purely  characteristic  of  an  accruing  from  '  faith' 
and  by  '  favour',  St.  Paul  could  not  possibly,  by  inadvertence,  have  omitted 
to  introduce  a  verb  proper  to  the  Kard  to  dp.  and  antithetical  to  the  Kara. 
X<ipiv,~txnd  thus  in  the  very  core  of  his  explanation  destroyed  the  point 
of  the  argument.  Yet,  if  neither  Jowctt's  explanation  nor  Fritzche's 
construction  be  satisfactory  and  the  Imputationist  can  find  no  better  way 
of  saving  the  Xoyi^trat,— and  no  better  can  be  found  than  either  of  these 
ways  except  perhaps  the  other, — then  chap.  iv.  ceases  to  be  the  great 
chapter  of  the  '  Imputation'  of  the  ^ik.  and  becomes  instead  the  great 
chapter  of  the  '  Imparting'  of  the  diK.  From  this  verse  it  appears  that  the 
Hebraism  which  is  here  adopted  has  also  the  meaning  of  '  a  reckoning  of 
award'.  Lastly  the  Xoyi'^trai  K.r.X.  of  ver.  5  is  explained  by  the  KaQdnip 
Kai  K.r.X.  of  ver.  6.  Compare  ver.  2  of  Gal.  ii.  with  ver.  6,  )co&a>i- 
'AlBpadfi.  (c.r.X. 
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*  Sola  Fides.'  But  now  let  the  words  :  iiriaTevae  Be 
^A^paafi  To3  Oew,  kol  eKoyicrOr}  avTOi  et?  BiKaioavvrjv  be 
attentively  considered.  AYhat  does  the  koI  lie  between  ? 
An  act  of  Abraham  and  an  act  of  God.  The  ivKTreva-e 
of  the  former  and  the  Xoyca-fib^  of  the  latter.  What 
does  the  ical  cover  ?  Beyond  all  doubt  the  connexion  of 
'  inducement'  and  not  the  connexion  of  'instrumentality.' 
Without  the  intervention  of  God's  free  and  gracious 
XoyiG-fio';  no  justification  will  accrue  to  the  believer ; 
because  if  we  take  away  the  ikoyurOr}  we  take  away  tLe 
SiKaco(rvvT}.  But,  as  we  see  most  plainly  in  the  instance 
of  Abraham's  justification,  God  is  moved  to  the  \oyiafi6<; 
by  the  '  faith'  of  Abraham.  According  to  the  Extrinsicist 
system  Justification  consists  in  the  act  of  'accounting' 
just  or  of  'accepting  as  just.'  This  act  is  not  indeed  the 
\oyicr/ju><i  et?  ScKatoa-vprjv  which  the  Apostle  means ;  (for 
the  Xo7t<r/to9  here  meant  is  a  X07.  common  to  both  the 
ipya^ofievM  and  the  TriarevovTC  and  therefore  cannot  be 

*  imputation'),  but  supposing  it  were,  still,  as  the  passage 
itself  proves,  it  must  follow  upon  the  tiriarevae  by  the 
connexion  and  force  of  'inducement'.  The  irl<m<i 
moreover, — to  turn  from  the  language  and  reasoning  of 
St.  Paul  to  the  nature  and  laws  of  things  in  themselves, — 
cannot  possibly  '  apprehend'  the  act  of  '  acceptance'  or  of 
'  accounting  just'  in  which,  according  to  the  Lutheran  or 
Extrinsicist  system.  Justification  consists.  That  '  accept- 
ance' or  'imputation',  if  analysed,  is  clearly  seen  to  be 
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a  divine  sentiment  extended  towards  the  sinner.  And 
thougli  proposed  or  offered  to  him  before,  yet  not 
actually  extended  to  him  before,  believing  on  his  part. 
Faith,  then,  may  induce  its  extension  but  evidently  can 
never  grasp  it  or  '  apprehend'  it,  for  it  is  in  the  mind  of 
God.  The  offer  is  the  message,  the  extension  is  the 
mercy ;  the  offer  is  the  Gospel  [to  evayyeXcov,)  the 
extension  is  the  gift.  But  the  message  is  not  the  mercy, 
the  Gospel  is  not  the  gift.  Faith  can  embrace  the 
former :  it  is  to  the  '  hearing  of  Faith'  indeed  that  the 
former  is  addressed.  But  the  latter  never.  Thus,  in 
even  the  Bxtrinsicist  system  itself,  the  instrumental  Bta 
7riaT€co<i  is  condemned  (1)  by  the  account  which  the 
Apostle  himself  gives  of  the  process  of  Abraham's  (and 
our)  justification,,  as  well  as  (2)  by  the  very  nature  of  the 
realities  involved  in  the  process.  Such  justifying  instru- 
mentality, on  the  part  of  the  iricm'i,  is  contrariant  to  the 
laws  of  things.  It  seems  to  us  right  to  ascribe  it  to  the 
originality  of  Luther  and  no  exaggeration  to  describe  it 
as,  at  once,  a  needless,  a  plainly  unscriptural  and  a 
wholly  unscientific  invention. 

Bad  philosophy  is  bad  Theology.*  Hence  it  follows 
that,  (to  turn  to  the  Latin),  '  per  fidem'  is  in  this  con- 
nexion 'propter  fidem.'  The  'propter'  is  a  kind  of 
'per'.     Nor  can  it  be  replied  to  this  that,  (to  revert  to 

*  "  It  was  a  saying  of  Scotus  Erigena  that  whatever  is  true  Philosophy- 
is  also  true  Theology."     Stanley's  '  Jewish  Church,'  vol.  iii.  Pref. 
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the  Greek),  in  tliat  case  the  grammar  would  have  been 
Bia  iriariv.  (Comp.  Lightfoot,  Coram.  Gal.  ii.  16.)  For 
here  no  relation  of  any  supreme  cause  or  source  is  indi- 
cated but  only  that  of  a  '  mean^ — the  '  mean'  of  a 
condition  fulfilled.*  This  connexion  is  excellently 
expressed  by  the  8id  (or  e/c)  7rt<rT€ft)9.t  Lastly  the 
connexion  of  '  inducement'  and  the  award  of  the  Slkuio- 
avvTj,  (the  propter  fidem),  is  discernible  throughout  the 
whole  of  the  fourth  chapter  but  reveals  itself  most 
openly  in  ver.  22  :  AIO  koL  ikoyiaOT)  avTw  el<i  BcKatocruvrjv. 
'  Wherefore,  or  therefore  also  it  was  reckoned  to  him  unto 
justice.' 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Blu  of  the  (TvveTd<f)7]fjLev  ovv 
avTut  Bva  rod  ^a7nl,(Tfiaro<i  el<i  rbv  Odvarov, — is  an 
'  instrumental'  hid ;  baptism  being  the  instrumental 
cause  of  Justification.  From  Intrinsic  Justice  and 
Justification, — the  Justification  which  the  Apostle  unfolds 
in  the  Eight  Chapters, — to  Baptismal  Regeneration  is 
considerably  less  than  a  step.  Remove  the  Extrinsic 
system  from  the  Pauline  Epistles  and  the  Scriptures,  and 
Intrinsic  justification  falls,  as  it  were,  by  its  own  weight 
and  tendency,  (assisted,  too,  by  the  force  of  much  strong 
and  independent  evidence  both  Scriptural  and  Post 
Apostolic),  into  the  exact  position  of  Sacramental  Justi- 
fication.    Remove  the  Lutheran  system  of  Justification 

*  We  are  speaking  here  of  Justification  in  its  first  reception, 
■f  Fritzsche's  view  quite  confirms  this.    Comm.  Bom.  i.  1 7  al. 
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and  there   is  notlimg  to  show   that  Baptism  held  any- 
different    relation    to    the    SiKatoavvij    ck   TrlaTew^;, — to 
Justification    by    Faith,    in    the    mind    and    belief    of 
St.  Paul  from  that  which  it  held  in  the  minds  and  belief 
of  St.  Anselm,  or  St.  Thomas,  or  Cajetan,  or  Lainez,  or 
Salmaron,  or  St.  Francis  Xavier.    Nay  rather  if,  together 
with    other  things,  we    consider  well    the   full  intrinsic 
import    of  the  above  cited  passage  and  also  of  that  in 
Galatians    iii.    27,    oaoc   jap    et?    ^picrrbv    ijSaTrria-OrjTe 
l^piarov  iveSvaaaOe, — and  these  are  the  only  places  in 
which   baptism    occurs   in    Romans    and   Galatians, — we 
shall  be  led  to  the  conclusion  that,  on  this  point,  the 
mind  and  principles  of  the  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles  were 
those  of  the  above-named  teachers  of  the  Faith  of  Christ. 
He  does  not,  indeed,  introduce  baptism  throughout  the 
eight  chapters,  because,  as  it  seems  to  us,  he  is  speaking 
of  Justification  from  the  beginning — and  therefore  gene- 
rally.    Abraham  was  justified  Sea  7riar€o)<;  but  not  Sea 
Tov  ^aTTTLo-fiaTo^.     'We',  on  the  other  hand,  if  adults 
(ver.  24)  are  justified  '  by  Faith',  but  by  baptism,  as  the 
instrument  of   our  justification.     In  both  cases  faith  is 
the  condition  or  rather  the  required   '  disposition' :  and 
Abi"aham  received  the  irvevfia  8iKai,oavvr}<;  in  some  other 
way  than  by  baptism. 

Ver.  6.  l^aOairep  Kal  A-avelS.  k.t.\.  This  Davidical 
passage,  which  should  be  closely  connected  with  the 
preceding  as  throwing  light  on  the  Xoyiafio^;  or  ^reckoning 
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of  award/  is  not  adduced  as  showing  in  what  Justifica- 
tion fully  consists.  For  we  know  that  the  Slk.  ck 
TTMrreo)?  is  intrinsic  and  threefold,  (1)  Virtue  or  irvevfia, 
(2)  Habitual,  (3)  Actual ; — effect,  too,  being  seen  in  cause 
and  cause  in  effect.  So  that  the  Davidical  description, 
which  seems  to  speak  only  of  the  remission  of  iniquities 
and  sins,  (which  however  is  an  intrinsic  remission — a 
cleansing  or  washing  from  sin — comp.  Acts  xxii.  16, 
*  Rise  up  and  be  baptized  and  wash  away  thy  sins* ;  also 
Ps.  1.  w.  3,  8,  10),  is  partial  and  one-sided.  The  expla- 
nation of  the  argument  here  is  that  it  turns  on  the 
fiaKapiafio<i  and  the  fiaKapto^  twice  repeated.  The 
fiaKapia/Mo<;  here  should  rather  signify  *  blessedness'  than 
'  felicitation',  though  the  latter  is,  we  admit,  a  very  widely 
received  construction.  For  with  this  latter  meaning  the 
Tov  avOpwtrov  would  more  naturally  and  suitably  be  the 
genitive  of  the  *  subject'  {originis) .  Compare  the  fjuaxa^ 
pL(7fio<;  vfjLcov  of  Gal.  iv.  15.*  By  'blessedness'  we 
understand  the  *  blessing'  of  a  conferred  boon.  St.  Paul 
is  showing  that  the  ScKacoavvrj,  which  is  awarded  to 
Faith,  is  a  free  gift, — a  '  blessing.'  This  is  his  point :  it 
is  a  boon  and  a  blessing,  a  merces  gratice  and  not  a 
merces  debiti.  He  is  drawing  attention,  not  to  the  precise 
nature  of  the  gift,  but  to  the  fact  that  it  is  freely  given, — 
awarded  %<w/3t9  epycov.      Observe  here  that  the  irLarevetv, 

*  Moreover  if  St.  Paul  meant  '  felicitation'  why  did  he  not  say  simply 
fiuKapiUi  ?  why  the  circuitous  phrase  and  '  pompa  yerborum'  (Fritzsche)  / 

15 
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being  opposed  to  the  epya  and  the  epya^eaOai,  does  not 
cast  out  intrinsic  justice,  but  only  (1)  intrinsic  justice  of  our 
own  making  or  '  working'  or  formation  and  (2)  merit, — 
the  principle  and  notion  of  which  is  certainly  connected 
with  the  €p<ya,  &c.*  The  BiKaLocrvvr}  of  the  gracious 
\oyio-fjLo<;  is  as  inherent  as  the  SiKaioavvr]  i^  epycov  would 
have  been  if  Abraham  had  attained  it.  But  it  is  bestowed 
and  it  is  bestowed  freely  :  '  works'  have  nothing  to  do 
with  it.  And,  to  him  who  receives  it,  it  is  a  /ia/ca/>to-/i09 — 
a  '  blessing,'  entitling  its  possessor  to  be  called  fiaKapLa 
or  *  blessed.' 

Ver.  7.  /jLaKapLc;  wv.  k.t.X.  '  Blessed  are  they  whose 
transgressions  have  been  taken  away  and  whose  sins 
have  been  effaced'  by  the  free  gift  of  intrinsic  justice 
which  brings  with  it  the  remission  of  sins.  '  Blessed  is 
the  man  to  whom  the  Lord  will  not  impute  sin.'  Why  ? 
Because  where  a  man  has  received  the  /juaKapta-fio'i  of 
intrinsic  justice,  there  remains  no  sin  to  be  imputed. 
This  Xoylarjrac  is  (1)  not  the  Pauline  but  the  Davidical 
Xoyt^eaOal  and  (2)  indicates  a  non-imputation  of  that 
which  has  no  existence. 

Ver.  9.    6  iJ,aKaptafio<i  ovv  k.t.X.     '  Cometh  then  this 

blessing',  &c.      St.   Paul  proceeds  in  the  following  ten 

verses,  both  by  statement  and  by  close  reasoning,   to 

separate  the  hiKaioa-vvr)  (and  with  it  the  iirayyeXia  and  the 

*  The  tpya  of  chap.  iv.  are  the  (hypothetical)  '  works  of  a  man  devoid 
of  the  SiK.  9eov.  The  ipya  of  chap.  ii.  are  those  which  spring  from, 
and  are  part  of,  that  Sik.  Oeov.     Both  loya  carry  the  notion  of  merit. 
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KXijpovofiia)  altogether  both  from  circumcision  and  the 
vofio^.  These  things  have  their  root  not  in  the  v6[Jbo<i  but 
in  the  ttuttc^.  They  are  quite  independent  of  the  former 
and  belong  to  the  Getitiles,  no  less  than  to  the  Jews,  from 
the  faith  of  Abraham,  which  has  an  universal  extension 
and  by  which  he  is  the  father  of  all  those  who  believe. 

If  the  Jews  derive  the  BcKatoavvr)  and  its  adjuncts 
from  the  v6fw<i  they  must  of  necessity  set  aside  the  iriari^. 
And  if  they  set  aside  the  iricrTL'^,  the  hiK.  e'/c  7ri<TT€Q}<i 
departs  with  it.  Man  therefore  devoid  of  the  'justice  of 
Faith'  is  no  longer  '  heir  according  to  the  promise'  but 
becomes  a  prey  to  the  vofio^.  On  him  devoid  of  the 
SiKaioavpT)  6eov  the  Law  works  wi-ath  upon  wrath. 
Without  the  v6/j,o<;  the  sinner  would  be  under  the  wrath 
of  God.  But  with  the  vojjlo^  more  so  still,  for,  given  the 
vofjLo^,  sin  acquires  the  additional  enormity  of  irapa^aai'i. 
Therefore  the  v6fio<;  not  merely  ipyd^erac  but  Karep- 
yd^erat  opyrjv.  If  those  who  are  of  the  vofio^  are  to  be 
held  the  heirs,  then  all  blessings  and  favours  of  the 
irUnL'i  and  of  the  connected  eTrayyeXui  vanish.  Faith 
has  been  made  void  and  the  promise  of  no  effect.  For, 
in  the  place  of  the  fruitful  ttutti^,  the  barren  v6^o<i  has 
entered  in;  and  with  it, — instead  of  the  KkTjpovofiia, — 
wrath,  ocroc  yap  i^  epycov  vofiov  elalv,  viro  Kardpav  elaXv 
(Gal.  iii.  10).  Why  so  ?  Because  being  destitute  of  the 
hiK.  e/c.  TTiareco';  and  looking  to  the  v6/jlo^,  which  is  barren 
of  life  and  justice,  they  cannot,  of  their  own  strength, 

lo  * 
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fulfil  its  precepts  and  become^  out  of  themselves,  just 
'before  God/  But,  being  endued  witbin  by  the  Trvevfia 
^woiroLovv  tbey  will  fulfil  tbem  and  '\\\e'  to  God  and 
'  live'  for  ever. 

Ver.  16.  hia  tovto  k.tX.  Therefore  not  through  the 
Law  was  the  iTrayyeXta  to  carry  out  its  promise  of  the 
K\,7}pov6fiia  but,  (starting  from  the  iriaTi^),  through  the 
'  justice  of  Faith.'  And  it  was  to  embrace,  not  the  Jews 
only  but,  all  the  children  of  the  'faith  of  Abraham.' 
Finally  the  process  of  Abraham's  justification  is  the  pro- 
cess of  all  justification.  It  was  not  solely  with  reference 
to  him  that  the  Scripture  says  iXoiyiadr)  avTtp  eh  Bck.  but 
it  represents  the  justification  of  every  other  adult; — to 
whom  his  faitb  shall  be  reckoned  by  God  unto  justice, 
and  to  him  the  Blk.  Oeov  shall  be  awarded,  if  he  believes 
'  on  him  who  raised  up  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  from  the 
dead — who  died  for  our  offences  and  rose  again  for  our 
justification.'  Now  what  did  Abraham  believe?  We 
answer :  The  revelation  and  promises  of  God :  which 
contained  the  Messianic  revelation  and  the  Messianic 
promise.  Upon  this  Tria-ri'i  he  received  the  SiKaiotrvvr). 
Thus  the  Apostle  presents  the  last  of  the  four  '  principia': 
the  principle,  namely,  that  the  attainment  of  Justice, — 
which  is  an  intrinsic  acquisition  (chap,  ii.),  is  not  through 
the  v6/xo<;  nor  the  epya  vofiov,  (chap,  iii.)  but  by  the 
bestowal,  and  the  free  bestowal,  of  the  Blk.  Oeov  upon 
those  who  believe:  comes  therefore, — looking  to  man's 
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side, — by  faith,  only  by  the  ^^'r]a-i<;  of  faith  and  not  by 
the  works  of  the  v6/mo<;  and  that  ^77x770-49,  (see  chaps,  ix. 
and  X.) : — is  brought  about  by  a  \oyia-/Mo^  Kara  %a/3ti',  a 
free  and  gracious  award  of  the  St/c.  6eov,  to  all  those  who 
embrace,  (and  on  condition  of  their  embracing),  with  faith 
the  free  eTrayyeXia  and  the  evayyeXiov  I.  X. 

Chapter  v.  1 .  SiKaccodevre^;  ovv  e'/c  7rt<rrea)9  /c.r.X.  '  Being 
justified,  therefore,  by  faith,  in  the  manner  which  has  been 
unfolded,  we  have  peace  towards  God*,  &c.  This  elpijvr} 
is  not  a  sentiment  but  here  expresses  a  relation;  the 
relation  arising  between  God  and  man  on  the  attainment 
of  justice.  It  is  the  reverse  of  the  relation  indicated  by 
that  opyr]  with  which  the  Apostle  sets  out.  (chap.  i.  18.) 
As  the  intrinsic  iniquity  of  the  unregenerate  brings  down 
wrath,  so  the  intrinsic  justice  of  the  justified  brings  in 
■peace.  Here  we  have  fresh  evidence  of  the  intrinsic 
nature  of  justification.  As  the  opyrj  of  chapter  i.  is  to  the 
dBcKia  and  aae^eia  there,  so  is  the  elptjvr)  of  this  passage 
to  the  intrinsic  hiKaioavvq  Oeov  which  takes  the  place  of 
the  dSiKia,  &c.  Moreover,  in  chapter  ii.  we  see  the  same 
opyrj  set  over  against  intrinsic  iniquity  (ver.  8),  and  the 
same  elprjVT]  set  over  intrinsic  righteousness  (ver.  10). 

The  Epistle  to  the  Galatians,  ii.  hi.  iv.  v. 

We  now  turn  to  the  Four  Chapters  of  Galatians.  Of 
these  our  explanation  will  be  both  brief  and  relative  only 
to  particular  points.     In    entering  upon  it   two  things 
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must  be  borne  in  mind.  First,  tliat  tlie  Three  Words, 
BiKaco';,  StKatoavvr)  and  hiKaiovv,  are  all  of  intrinsic  import, 
are  all  forms  of  one  and  the  same  thing,  and  that  each  of 
them  exactly  reflects  and  represents  the  burden  of  the 
other  two.  This  fact  comes  clearly  out  on  an  attentive 
examination  of  the  first  four  chapters  of  Romans  with 
which  we  have  been  engaged.  And  this  fact,  if  fact  it 
be,  destroys  the  whole  of  Luther's  Commentary  on  Gala- 
tians  from  beginning  to  end ; — a  commentary  of  which 
so  recent  and  eminent  an  authority  as  Lightfoot  has 
declared  that  "it  still  remains  and  ever  will  remain  a 
speaking  monument  of  the  mind  of  the  Reformers  and 
of  the  principles  of  the  Reformation."  Lightfoot,  Comm. 
Gal.  p.  68  (4th  edition). 

Secondly,  the  Apostle  shows  himself,  in  these  four 
chapters,  as  the  resolute  maintainer  of  the  true  way  of 
Justification  by  Faith  in  Jesus  Christ  in  all  its  purity  and 
integrity.  Its  purity  being  necessary  to  its  integrity  and 
its  very  existence.  He  will  not  allow  the  vofio^  either  to 
be  substituted  for  the  hiKaioavvr}  deov  which  is  e'/c  7rcaT€co<; 
nor  yet  to  be  foisted  in  along  with  it.  Either  error 
would  invade,  and  so  evade,  the  sole  source  of  Justice  and 
Justification, — Jesus  Christ.  Men  would  then  be  turning 
their  faces  to  the  v6fxo<;.  But  to  turn  the  face  to  the 
v6fMo<;  as  the  means  of  Justification  is  to  turn  the  back  on 
Christ.  St.  Paul  will  not  hear  of  any  reintroduction  of 
the  ro/u,o9  or  of  any  return  to  its  covenant.     He  is  resolute 
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against  the  application  of  a  spurious  means,  or  agent,  or 
instrument  to  an  end  which  (1)  involves  man's  salvation 
and  (2)  which  it  is  utterly  beyond  the  Bvvafii<i  of  the 
Law  to  secure, — the  intrinsic  Sik.  ^cor)?.  And,  let  it  be 
added  here, — for  it  is  a  point  of  no  small  importance, — 
that  the  v6fio<;  had  been  hard  and  heavy :  a  hard  yoke 
and  a  heavy  burden,  a  system  providing  a  very  necessary 
discipline  for  a  race  naturally  "stiffnecked  and  uncir- 
cumcised  in  heart  and  ears/'  Whereas,  of  the  Gospel, — 
to  which  the  Law  gave  place, — the  '  yoke  is  easy  and  the 
burden  light/  Yet,  at  the  same  time,  the  vofio'?,  in  its 
day,  could  be  kept  and  had  to  be  kept.  It  was  not 
impossible  of  fulfilment.  But  on  the  contrary  the  fulfil- 
ment of  it  was  within  the  reach  of  all :  it  had  been 
divinely  imposed  upon  all.  When  we  find  St.  Peter 
speaking  of  it  as  a  yoke  {^vyov)  "  which  neither  our 
fathers  nor  we  have  been  able  to  bear,''  we  must  under- 
stand the  la-^va-a/jb€v  fiao-Taa-ai,  (Acts  xv.  10),  as  meaning 
'  have  been  able  to  bear'  with  peace  aud  comfort,  i.e.  due 
regard  being  had  to  our  general  welfare.  We  must  not 
gather  that  its  weight  was  so  oppressive  and  insupport- 
able that  it  was  habitually  transgressed  by  the  good,  the 
true  servants  of  God.  We  know  that  Zacharias  and 
Elizabeth  kept  the  vofio^;  according  to  the  mind  of  the 
vofjua,  h.e.  to  the  point  of  the  ZUaio^  evwiriov  Oeov  and  of 
the  ^T^crerat.  We  should  rule  the  words  of  St.  Peter  by 
the  corresponding  words  of  Christ  where  he  says  of  the 
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Pharisees :  "  They  bind  heavy  burdens  and  hard  to  be 
borne'^  {c^opria  ^apea  koX  hva-^daraKTa)  (Matt,  xxiii.  4, 
Luke  xi.  46.) :  not  '  impossible  to  be  borne',  but  rather 
such  as,  if  imposed,  had  to  be  borne.  In  our  hasty 
passage,  therefore,  through  the  four  chapters  of  Galatians 
these  two  principles  must  be  retained  within  the  critical 
eye:  (1)  That  the  SiKatocriivr)  Oeov  and  the  BiKaiovcrdai, 
are  intrinsic;  (2)  that  the  production  of  this  intrinsic 
justice  lies  without  the  proper  sphere  and  office  of  the 
vofio^,  a  fact  summed  up  in  the  famous  and  pregnant 
words  with  which  chap.  ii.  concludes :  et  yap  Sia  vo/mov 
SiKaLoavvi]  dpa  ^pt(rro<;  Scopeav  uTredavev. 

Chapter  ii.  15.  rjjxel'i  ^vcrei  'louSaiot.  k.t.X.  'We  are  by 
state  or  economy  or  constitution  Jews  and  not  of  the 
Gentiles,  sinners',  &c.  That  is  to  say  :  The  state  to  which 
we  have  heen  fo7'med  by  divine  dispensation  is  the  state  of 
being  'lovBaiot,  a  sort  of  state  of  righteousness  :  for  (1)  in 
circumcision  they  bore  the  aippajlSa  Si,Kaioo-vv7}^,  (comp. 
Rom.  iv.  11),  and  (2)  they  were,  as  it  were,  instituted  into 
and  embraced  by  the  1/0/409  which  was,  morally  and  cere- 
monially, SiVato9  Kol  6(Tio<i.  The  SiKaLoavvr],  (such  as  it 
was),  implied  in  the  'lovSalot  is  revealed  by  the  dfiaprcclXol 
set  exactly  over  against  it.  The  Gentiles  are  here  termed, 
(and  were  by  the  Jews  regarded),  dfiaproiXol  from  the 
*  standpoint'  of  the  Jewish  Law. 

Ver.  16.  el86T€<;  Be  otl  ov  BiKatovraL  dvOpwiro^  k.t.X. 
Here  the  word  ScKaiovv  appears  for  the   first  time.     It 
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bursts  abruptly  from  the  narrative.  The  Apostle  pre- 
sents it  suddenly  before  the  hearer  or  reader  without  any 
explanation.  He  takes  it  for  granted  that  its  import  will 
be  at  once  understood.  Now,  we  ask,  what  import  would 
it  naturally  and  obviously  convey  to  the  mind  of  a  Helle- 
nist, say  St.  Justin  or  Hegesippus?  Would  he  not 
immediately  connect  it  in  his  mind  with  5tVato9  and 
ZiKaioavvq  ?  The  hiK.  with  which  St.  Paul  is  himself 
so  soon  to  wind  up  this  long  and  earnest  passage  of 
argument  ?  (15-21.)  Had  not  his  hearers  heard  the  name 
of  St.  James  the  Just  ?  In  connexion  with  that  great 
name  what  must  their  conception  have  been  of  the  words 
BiKaio<i  and  hiKaioavvrj  ?  But  if  the  words  bear,  as  with 
St.  Justin  and  Hegesippus  they  must  have  borne,  their 
natural  and  obvious  meaning,  was  the  word  hiKaioa-vvq 
so  far  off  that  they  could  fail  to  see  at  once  its  close 
affinity  and  similar  import  ?  The  more  so  since  it  comes 
in  close  connexion  with  the  vofia, — of  which  the  '  justice,' 
(such  as  it  was),  would  be  necessarily  intrinsic  ?  Let  us 
boldly  turn  to  our  own  language  in  support  of  the  con- 
clusions to  which  these  questions  point.  Suppose  that 
our  corresponding  verb  were  not  of  Latin  but  of  English 
formation;  being  not  to  'justify'  but  to  'justen'.*  If 
we  found  it  associated  by  a  writer  or  speaker  with  the 

*  Belonging  thus  to  the  following  large  family  :  To  widen,  heighten, 
sweeten,  thicken,  gladden,  madden,  straighten,  harden,  fatten,  soften, 
lighten,  &c.  &c. 
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words  'just'  and  ^justice/  (rigliteous  or  righteousness),  or 
at  least  supposed  it  to  be  so  associated  until,  shortly  after, 
we  found  that  it  was^  and  if  we  found  it  on  another  side 
associated  with  '  works',  with   *"  sin'  and  with  '  sinners', 
should  we  not  naturally  understand  it  and  take  it  as  a 
word  of  intrinsic  import  ?    And  this,  even  though  it  had 
another  very  usual  meaning  which,  however,  a  moment's 
reflection  would  show  us  to  be  inapplicable  to  the  nature 
of  the  case   under  consideration  ?     We  submit  that  we 
should  so  understand  it.     Further  let  it  be  observed  that 
the  BLKaioavvrj  of  ver.  16  denotes  one  and  the  same  thing, 
whether  we  look  at  it  from  the  point  of  the  epya  vofiov, 
or   from   the   point  of   the    iriaTL'i.     What  is   that  one 
thing  ?    '  To  be  accounted  just'  judicially  ?     No  :  for  this, 
though  a  true  meaning  of   (1)    the  SiKacovadai,  would 
never    suit    on   the   side  of  the    irlari'^.     For  then   the 
'accounting,'   (if  Justification  were  'accounting'  as    the 
Extrinsicist  maintains),   would  not  be  a  forensic,  but  a 
sovereign,  act.     The  logic  of  the  act  (and  term)  would  be 
essentially  different  from  the   logic  of  the  forensic  act. 
There  would  be  a  concealed  equivocation,  a  petty  'playing 
upon  words,'  in  the  application  of  the   one  ScKutovv  to 
both  cases.     Would  it  therefore  be  'to  be  accounted  just' 
by  an  act  of  sovereign  good  will  and  power  ?     But  that 
would  be  unsuitable  as   regards  the  epya  which  would 
demand  a  '  forensic'  act  of  justification.     And  further, 
this  last  meaning,  so  suitable  for  the  ttio-tis  and  so  un- 
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suitable  for  the  epya,  is  no  proper  meaning  of  the  word 
BiKaiovv.  It  is  a  new*  meaning.  Never,  surely,  would 
St.  Paul  introduce  a  well-known  word,  (with  the  abrupt- 
ness with  which  he  here  introduces  this),  with  a  quite  new 
meaning  known  to  no  one  hut  himself,  and  with  the  air  of 
a  writer  who  supposes  himself  to  be  addressing  those 
who  will  perfectly  understand  his  terms. 

Lastly,  would  it  be  '  to  be  rendered  just'  ?  This 
meaning  is  most  suitable  in  both  directions, — ep'ya  and 
7ri(rrL<;.  Why  should  we  reject  it  ?  But  if  we  accept  it, 
can  there  be  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  import  of  the  SiKaia 
which  is  contained  in  the  verb  and  informs  it  ?  Then 
BiKacovv  will  plainly  mean  to  ^make  just,' — intrinshally . 

Yer.  16.  eiZore^;  he  ore  /c.t-X.  'Knowing,  however,  that 
a  man  is  not  justified  'out  of  the  works  of  the  vofio^, 
— vofiov  the  Genitive  subjecti  (originis)  out  of  works 
produced  by  the  power  or  by  means  of  the  v6fio<;, — Law- 
begotten  justice,  eav  /xt)  Bia  7rLareo)<i  I.  X.  k.t.X,  ;  '  but 
only  by  faith  in  Jesus  Christ.'  That  is,  '  but  is  only 
justified  by  Faith ;'  not  '  but  is  justified  only  by  Faith  or 
by  Faith  only.'  See  Winer,  EUicott  and  Lightfoot  for 
the  former  and  Meyer  for  the  latter,  who  here  discovers 
the  'sola  fide'  of  Luther.  The  Greek  iav  firj  and  the 
English  '  only'  (here)  make  the  8ia  TriaTecoq  the  sole  path 
to  justification  but  by  no  means  isolate  the  7rta-Tt<;.  Faith 
in  Christ  is  the  beginning  and  root  of  a  ^^rrjai^  opposed 
to  that  of  the  Judaiser.    Yet  at  the  same  time,  the  Triarcs, 
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whether  here  or  elsewhere  (Romans  and  Galatians)  men- 
tioned_,  precisely  indicates  ojily  Faith  and  no  other  object, 
and  nothing  more,  though  more  follows  in  the  path  that 
leads  to  the  divine  bestowal  of  the  8lk.  6eov.  So,  in  like 
manner,  the  Council  of  Trent  by  '  Fides'  denotes,  purely. 
Faith;  and  then  goes  on  to  enumerate  certain  other 
virtues  distinct  from  Faith  and  co-operating  with  it  as 
dispositions  necessary  for  the  reception,  from  God,  of  the 
SiKatocrvvT)  6eov  (Sess.  vi.  chap.  6). 

Yer.  16.  koI  rj^eh  k.t.X.  And  we,  (turning  our  back 
on  the  v6/j,o<i),  have  turned  our  face  to  Christ,  that  we 
might  be  rendered  just  by  means  of  the  faith  of  Christ 
and  not  out  of  the  works  of  the  Law.  Seeing  that, — as 
to  the  latter, — no  'flesh,'  (man  called  adp^  inasmuch  as 
devoid  of  the  Trvevfia  ^coottolovv  =the  Trvevixa  SL/cacoavvr}';), 
shall  attain  justice  by  the  works  of  the  Law. 

Ver.  17.  el  Se  ^r)TovPT€'i,  k.t.X.  With  the  points  of 
this  whole  argument,  from  ver.  15  to  ver.  21,  we  shall  no 
further  concern  ourselves  than  by  offering  the  following 
suggestions, — as  perhaps  throwing  some  light  upon  them. 
"  The  attitude,  O  Cephas,  which  you  have  externally  and 
transiently  assumed  towards  the  v6/u,o<;  and  your  conduct 
with  regard  to  its  ritual  by  compelling,  (here  lay  the 
main,  if  not  the  sole  point,  of  St.  Paul's  remonstrance,  for 
St.  Peter  was  perfectly  at  liberty  lovSat^eiv,  himself,  if 
circumstances  advised  it,  but  he  should  not  have  com- 
pelled  the  Gentiles  to  do  the  same,  for  that  was  to  infringe 
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upon  their  jnst  liberty  in  the  Gospel,  they  not  being 
required  to  live  as  the  Jews  did), — by  compelling  the 
Gentiles  to  live,  (as  to  food  and  customs  connected  there- 
with), after  the  manner  of  the  Jews,  have  become  a  subject 
of  complaint  among  your  Gentile  fellow  Christians,  (ort 
KaT€yvcoa-fjL€vo<i  rjv,  see  Meyer  and  others),  are  calculated 
to  have  the  effect  of  making  u^,  (who,  in  seeking  justifi- 
cation through  Faith  in  Christ,  have  altogether  turned 
our  backs  on  the  v6fio<i, — St.  Paul  here,  as  Apostle  of  the 
Gentiles,  associating  himself  with  them,  Jew  though  he 
was,  and  'standing  up'  for  them),  of  'making  \is  out' 
a/iapT&)Xoi.  And  they  may  bring  about  the  further  result 
of  making  some  Chi-istians  turn  themselves  again  to  the 
Law  and  so  forfeit  Christ/'* 

Ver.  19.  £70)  7rtp  tia  vofwv  vofia  aireOavov,  k.t.\. 
*  For  by  means  of  the  Law  I  am  become  dead  to  the 
Law*,  &c.  Not  dead  to  intrinsic  justice  but  dead  to  the 
v6fio<;  as  the  means,  whether  jointly  or  solely,  to  intrinsic 
justice.  The  following  verses  represent,  in  a  profound 
manner,  the  self-consciousf  development  of  the  Apostle's 
justified  life  in  Christ.  Of  this  life  the  Trwrrt?,  (which,  in 
the  justified  soul,  is  the  fruit  of  the  irvevfia  Six.  and  of 
that  BiKaioarvvT)  Oeov  which  was  in  the  first  instance 
bestowed  on  account  of  prevenient  Faith,  see  Eom. 
chap,  iv.),  is,  in  the  irvevfia,  the  radical  agent ; — evolving 

*  Thougli  such  an  act  was,  of  conrse,  far  indeed  from  St.  Peter's  mind 
and  such  a  result  far  indeed  from  his  intention. 

f  SupematuraUy  self-conscious.     Or  else  he  is  speaking  theoreticaZly. 
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and  *  working'  out  the  conscious  hiKaLoavvr)  with  hope 
and  charity, — the  soul  by  these  three  '  embracing'  Christ 
as  it  were.  But  the  spiritual  Christ  was  before, — being 
one  with  the  Trvevfia  and  '  the  second  Adam.'  Christ  is 
therefore  'first  and  last'  in  the  '  life'  of  the  soul, — of  the 
soul  that  has  received  the  BiKacoavvr]  Oeov,  e'/c  irla-rea)'; 
eh  iriarLv  (Rom.  i.  17). 

This  conscious  spiritual,  (and  at  the  same  time  moral), 
'  life'  of  the  Apostle  brings  to  mind  the  unconscious  life  of 
the  SiKaioavvT}  t,cor)<i  which  he  had  received  in  infancy, — 
€70)  he  e^wv  %&)pt9  vofJiov  irore  (Rom.  vii.  9);  when,  as  yet, 
(1)  conscious  spiritual  existence,  (2)  morality  and  (3)  the 
Law  were  not.  And  herein  we  see  that  that  only  is 
essential  to  Justification,  viewed  as  a  scheme  for  the 
Salvation  of  all,  which  all  the  justified  have  in  common. 
That  essential  thing  is  (1)  neither  the  7riaTi<i  'Itjo-ov 
Xptarov,  (which  those  cannot  have  to  whom  the  Gospel 
of  Christ  has  never  been  preached,)  nor  (2)  even  the 
7riaTL<;  6eov,  (which  infants  cannot  have),  but  solely  the 
BcKaio(Tvvr]  Oeov — the  infused  justice  of  the  irvev/xa 
^woiroiovv. 

Ver.  21.  el  'yap  8ta  vo/jLov  k.t.X.  'If  intrinsic  justice 
comes  by  means  of  the  vofia, — if  the  Law  can  give  '  life' 
and  justice  '  of  life',  then  Christ  need  not,  through  his 
death  (comp.  Rom.  iv.  25),  have  become  the  source  of 
Justice.  Christ,  'who  has  become  to  us  {eyevijOT)  rjfitv) 
justice,  sanctifieation  and  redemption'.     1  Cor.  i.  30. 
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Chapter  iii.  ver.  1.  'O  avorjTol  TaXdrai.  k.t.X.  The 
Galatians,  who  had  been  converted  to  Christ  by  St.  Paul, 
had  become  perverted,*  or  were  on  the  point  of  being 
perverted,  to  Judaism  by  false  teachers  actively  engaged 
among  these  new-born  Christians  for  this  purpose. f 
'  Did  you',  the  Apostle  asks,  *  did  you  receive  the  Spirit 
through  the  works  of  the  Law  or  through  the  hearing  of 
Faith*  ?  By  the  to  irvevfia  he  means  the  irvevfia  ^(ooirotovv 
and  that  very  hiK.  Oeov  which  is  the  gift  of  the  spirit  of 
justice  to  those  who,  having  heard  the  Gospel,  embrace 
it  by  Faith.  '  Or,  is  he  who  ministers  the  abundance  of 
the  heavenly  gift  among  you  and  is  a  power  working 
powers  within  you, — is  he  moved  to  this  liberality  by  the 
works  of  the  vofio^;,  {yonr  own  Law-begotten  justice),  or 
by  the  hearing  of  Faith  V  '  Is  it  not  by  the  hearing  of 
Faith'':  just  as  "  Abraham  believed  God  and  it  was 
reckoned  to  him  unto  Justice."  We  see  here,  throughout, 
the  identification  of  the  gift  of  the  Spirit  with  the  hiK. 
6eov.  For  his  theme  is  Justification.  It  is  Faith,  he 
earnestly  contends,  which  inherits  the  promise  and 
blessing  of  Abraham.  The  Ka6oD<;,  too,  proves  the  XoyicrfMO'} 
to  be  'of  award.'! 

Ver.  10.  oaot  yap  i^  epycav  v6p,ov  elcrlv  k.t.X.  '  For 
as  many  as  are  of  the  works  of  the  Law,  (and  as  such 

*  '  Nondnm  ceciderant  seJ  inclinabantar  ut  caderent.'  S.  Aug. 
Comm.  Gal. 

•f  See  Introduction  to  this  Epistle  bv  Merer,  Bleek,  Jowett,  Lightfoot, 
and  others. 

X  Mark  well  the  connexion  here,  aud  conip.  with  Rom.  iv.  3  S. 
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are  devoid  of  the  7ria-Ti<i  and  tlie  Bik.  6eov  and  unregene- 
rate  of  the  Spirit),  are  under  a  curse.'  Certainly,  for  they 
are  shut  down  under  a  Law  which  they  cannot  fulfil,  and 
of  which  their  epya  are  no  fulfilment :  and  what  remains 
for  them  but  the  condemnation  of  a  Law  whose  demands 
they  cannot  of  their  own  strength  satisfy.  The  Extrin- 
sicist  takes  and  presents  the  vo/xof  as  if  it  were  good  for 
nothing  but  '  cursing' ;  as  if  it  were  nothing  but  a 
Kardpa,  as  if  its  sole  ofiice  were  to  provoke,  to  bring  out 
and  to  condemn  sin  and  to  work  wrath.  But  has  not  the 
Mosaic  Law  its  '  blessings'  as  well  as  its  cursings  ?  Are 
the  curses  of  the  Legal  Books  to  be  a  dread  reality  and 
the  blessings  a  mere  ignis  fatuus  ?     Has  the   Law  no 

TOVTO    770 let     KOl    ^r}<T7]  ? 

Ver.  11.  on  Be  iv  vofio)  k.t.X.  'Whereas,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  in  the  v6fio<i, — that  is,  on  the  principle 
of  the  v6/xo<i,  sc.  iroi'qcn'i, — no  one  is  justified  '  with  God,' 
{irapa  6e^,  Rom.  ii.  13)  is  plain  on  the  face  of  it;  for  it 
is  'by  faith'  that  the  just  man  attains  the  justice  with 
which  he  lives  to  God.  But,  to  those  who  address  them- 
selves to  it,  the  Law  presents  the  principle  of  the  irotelv. 
It  provides,  however,  no  means  for  the  attainment  of  the 
7roir]aL<i.  To  those,  on  the  other  hand,  who  address  them- 
selves to  Faith  for  Justice  Faith  presents  Christ,  who 
freely  bestows  on  us  the  divine  Spirit  of '  life'  and  'justice' ; 
and  indeed  in  it  bestows  himself,  the  spiritual  Christ,  the 
second  Adam.    He,  by  the  Spirit,  is  Our  Righteousness. 

Ver.  13.  ^pt,<no<i  rjfia'i  e^rfyopaaev  k.t.\.     '  Christ,  by 
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his  redemption,  (which  was  instituted  from  the  time  of 
the  Fall  of  man),  has  delivered  us, — us  who  were  evvofioc 
and  while  we  were  evvofioi, — from  the  curse  of  the  Law. 
How  delivered  us  ?  By  giving  us,  at  the  price  of  his 
blood,  along  with  the  remission  of  sins,  that  8ik.  6eov  by 
which  we  are  enabled  to  fulfil  the  will  of  God, — as  mani- 
fested under  the  v6fio<;, — and  thus  to  escape  its  blow  and 
its  curse.  Has  ever  delivered  us  in  time  past.  For  this 
divine  deliverance  did  not  commence  with  the  preaching 
of  the  Gospel  and  the  day  of  Pentecost,  but  was  being 
realized  from  the  hour  of  Adam's  transgression  onward. 

And  this  deliverance  is  the  portion  of  all  who  believe 
in  Christ,  that  so  the  blessing  of  Abraham  might  come,  (as 
in  time  past  it  had  come),  in  Christ  upon  the  Gentiles,  and 
thus  that  all  might  receive  the  promise  of  the  Spirit 
through  Faith. 

Yer.  17.  ToOro  Se  Xeyco,  k.t.X.  'But  this  I  say;  that 
the  covenant,  (the  Stad'^KT}  according  to  which  the 
BcKaioa-vvT)  is  made  dependent  on  the  iri(nL<i),  confirmed 
by  God  to  Abraham, — this  covenant,  the  v6fio<;  which 
came  in  four  hundred  and  thirty  years  after,  does  not 
annul  to  make  the  promise  (iirayyeXia)  of  no  effect. 
Therefore  the  KXrjpovofiia  belongs  to  the  iirayyekia  and 
not  to  the  vofio^.  For,  if  it  were  belonging  to  the  vofjbo^;, 
it  would  not  belong  to  the  iTrar^/jeXi'a.  Whereas,  in 
point  of  fact,  it  was  attached  to  the  eTrayyeXia  (ver.  18). 
Justification,   therefore,  is    not    within   the    sphere  and 

IC 
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office  of  the  v6fj,o<i.  At  this  point  we  are  reminded  of 
Rom.  iii.  31  {vo/jlov  ovv  Karapyov/xev  k.t.\.).  'What  then 
is  the  sphere  and  office  of  the  v6fjio<;V  The  Apostle 
puts  things  in  their  right  places.  The  Law,  he  replies, 
'  was  brought  in  {TrpoaeTeOrj)  for  the  sake  of  the  trans- 
gressions {'^dpiv  Twv  irapa^.  not  eveKo)  to  last  until  the 
Seed  should  come.'  The  Law  was  added  'in  the  interests 
of  justice', — to  deter  men  from  sinning  by  investing  (as 
its  presence  would  invest)  sin  with  the  additional  enor- 
mity of  '  transgression'  {Trapd^aai^;) .  It  was  not  '  set'  to 
'produce  transgressions.  Though  certainly  it  would  'pro- 
voke to'  them  and,  as  in  the  case  of  St.  Paul  himself, 
'  provoke'  them.  But  then  there  is  the  hiK.  dead  on  the 
other  side,  by  the  counter  force  of  which  the  'provo- 
cation' ought  to  be  ineffectual,  but  without  which  the 
'provocation'  of  the  vofia  would,  but  too  surely,  prove 
effectual. 

Here  now  we  have  two  views  before  us :  (1)  The  true 
sphere  and  office  of  the  vofia, — that  which  it  held  by  the 
ordinance  of  God:  (2)  the /a Zse  sphere  and  office  which 
the  Judaisers  found  for  it, — that,  namely,  of  its  being  the 
Means  or,  as  it  were.  Instrument  of  Justification  and 
Salviition.  rrraiBaycoyo';  indeed  it  was;  ^oioirot,o<i  it  was 
not.  As  the  former  it  was  a  temporary  and  transient 
provision.  And,  so  far  from  its  being  the  latter, — so  far 
from  its  being  able  {hvvdfJievo<;)  to  produce  the  '  life  of 
justice'  or  the  'justice  of  life,'  the   fact  was  that  those 


THE  EIGHT  CHAPTERS.  243 

under  it  who  were  devoid  of  the  Bik.  deov  were  all,  with- 
out exception,  v<})  dfMapTiav,  and  were  recognised  as 
v<f>'  afiapriav  by  the  Scriptures.  For  the  Scriptures  had 
'  shut  up  all  {to,  iravra),'  Jews  as  well  as  Gentiles,  'under 
sin/  qvK  eart  BiKaio<i  ov8e  eh.  Rom.  iii.  10.  In  order 
that  the  eTrayyeXia  ix  TrwrTeo)?  might  indeed  be  an 
iirayyeXLa  ck  TrtaTecot  by  the  Bik.  deov  being  bestowed  on 
those  alone  who  believed. 

But  before  the  Faith  came  forth  supreme,  (upon  the 
Death  of  Christ),  '  we'  were  shut  up  in  ward  under  the 
vofio^,  waiting  for  the  unveiled,  the  full,  the  perfect 
revelation  of  the  Trlari^ ;  which  could  not  be  until  Christ 
had  'died  for  our  sins  and  risen  again  for  our  justification.' 
The  Law,  therefore, — the  Apostle  tells  the  Jews, — was 
our  •rraiharfoiyo'i  to  Christ.  That  was  its  true  sphere  and 
office,  and  with  the  '  coming'  of  Christ  that  office  has 
come  to  an  end  and  passed  away,  for  now  we  are  alone 
with  God  and  Christ.  'For  ye  are  all  sons  of  God 
through  the  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus.'  '  For  {oaot 
yap)  as  many  of  you  as  have  been  baptized  into  Christ 
have  put  on  Christ  ?'  But  if  the  ScKaioa-vvr)  deov  be 
intrinsic  and  if  the  vrvevfxa  X.pca-Tov  be  the  Sik.  deov  and 
if  Christ  is  'our  justice',  then  here  we  have  baptismal 
regeneration.  And  the  phrase  'Kpcarou  eveSvaaaOe  is  of 
purely  intrinsic  import.  If  this  be  so,  then,  certainly,  the 
reason  why  baptismal  regeneration  was  post-Apostolic, 
(as  it  confessedly  was),  would  be, — because  it  was  Apostolic. 

16  * 
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Ver.  28.  Ovk  eve  'louSaio?  ovSe  "EX-Xt/i/,  k.t.X.  'There 
is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek ;  there  is  neither  bond  nor  free ; 
there  is  neither  male  nor  female'.  Every  one  of  these 
words  :  'loySaio?,  "^Wr]v,  Bov\o<;,  ek6v6epo<;,  apaev,  OrjXv 
are  of  intrinsic  import.  'You  are  not  these,  (and  there- 
fore divided),  any  longer_,  but  you  are  all  one  by  virtue  of 
a  new  nature,  or  intrinsic  condition  common  to  all.  You 
are  '  one  man'  in  Christ  Jesus — *  the  '  seed'  of  Abraham 
and  heirs  according  to  the  promise.' 

Chapter  iv.  In  this  chapter  the  Apostle  expostulates 
with  the  Galatians  for  returning,  or  wishing  to  return,  to 
the  aaOevrj  koL  tttcd^o.  aroi'^ela  out  of  which  they  had 
been  advanced  to  higher,  nay  the  highest  things, — in  the 
fulness  of  God's  time.  Now  these  'weak  and  poor 
elements'  are  by  no  means  obedience,  righteousness,  the 
divine  triune  charity  of  the  royu,o9,  the  fruits  of  the  Spirit, 
the  mystic  life  of  the  Spirit  (o  8e  vvv  ^w  iv  aapKi,  iv 
iTLarei  ^w  rfj  rov  viov  rov  6eov,  ii.  20)  but  circumcision, 
the  ceremonial  observances  of  the  Law,  the  letter,  the 
teaching,  and  the  '  demand'  of  the  v6fio<i  turned  to  as  the 
*  means'  of  justification  and  salvation. 

Ver.  6.  "On  he  iare  viol,  k.t.X.  '  But,  since  you  are  made 
sons,  God  has  sent  the  Spirit  of  his  Son  into  your  hearts 
crying  Abba,  Father.'  The  relation  of  sonship  is  two- 
fold;  (1)  the  fact  of  sonship,  and  (2)  the  developed  filial 
relation.  *  So  that  thou  art  no  longer  a  servant,  but  a 
son  ; — a  son  wdio  has  entered  into  revealed  filial  relation- 
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ship :  but  if  a  son  then  also  an  heir, — an  heir  of  God 
through  Christ. 

Ver.  21.  Aeyere  fioi,  k.t.X.  'Tell  me,  ye  that  desire  to 
be  under  the  v6fM)<;  (for  justification),  will  ye  not  hear 
this  v6fMo<i  itselF  ?  Here  follows  the  allegory  of  the  two 
sons  of  Abraham  and  the  two  covenants, — through  the 
medium  of  whicli  he  shows  the  Galatians  that  they  must 
be  as  resolute  in  casting  out  the  v6fio<i — hard  and  heavy 
as  it  is,  compared  with  the  Gospel  of  Christ,  and,  instead 
of  the  means  of  justification,  a  veritable  ^vybv  SouXeta?, — 
as  Abraham  was  in  casting  out  the  son  of  the  bondwoman. 
For  '  we',  says  the  Apostle,  '  we,  brethren,  are  with  Isaac 
the  children  of  the  promise.'  And  again:  'we  are  not 
the  children  of  the  bondwoman  but  of  the  free ; — with 
the  freedom  wherewith  Christ  has  made  us  free.'  What 
freedom  ?  Freedom  from  what  ?  From  the  SiKaioavvrj 
Trapa  6ew  of  Rom.  ii.  13, — from  the  intrinsic  justice  upon 
which  our  salvation  in  the  day  of  Judgment  and  Salvation 
will  as  a  matter  of  fact  purely  depend,  and  which  during 
the  days  of  the  i/o^o?  consisted  ('actually')  in  the  fulfil- 
ment of  the  Law  ?  No.  But  freedom  from  the  yoke  of 
the  I/6/X09  now  dissolved  by  the  death  of  Christ,  and 
freedom  to  the  Zlk.  Trapa  6ea>  through  Christ  by  virtue  of 
the  hiK.  deoO  which  is  bestowed  on  all  who  turning  away 
from  the  Law  betake  themselves  to  Christ.  Not  freedom 
from  justice  but  freedom  to  justice, — itself  freed  from  the 
cast-off  accident  of  the  vofia.     In  freeing  justice  from 
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the  Law  the  Apostle  frees  men  from  the  Law — to  justice. 
This  twofold  freedom,  the  freedom  both  of  men  and  of 
righteousness  to  the  %a/ot9  and  from  the  v6fio<i,  is  the  true 
and  the  only  freedom.  And  it  is  the  freedom  of  those 
who,  for  justification  and  salv^ation,  are  not  under  the 
Law  but  under  Grace.  What  grace  ?  The  grace  of 
God's  Holy  Spirit  by  which  souls  live  to  God — infant  as 
well  as  adult,  believer  in  God  as  well  as  believer  in  Christ. 

Chapter  v.  2.  "iSe  e<y(b  Tiav\o<;,  k.t.\.  '  If,  by  the  gate 
of  circumcision,  you  re-enter  the  vofio^  for  justification 
and  salvation,  Christ  will  profit  you  nothing  to  that  end. 
And,  secondly,  by  so  doing,  you  place  yourselves  altogether 
under  the  yoke  of  the  Law, — become  under  the  obligation 
of  fulfilling  even  its  ceremonial  precepts,  every  one  of 
them.  And,  besides  this,  you  are  cut  off  from  Christ — as 
many  among  you  as  would  be  justified  through  the  v6fio<i 
— and  are  cast  out  from  his  grace.' 

Ver.  5.  'IlfxeU  yap,  k.t.X.  '  For  it  is  in  the  Spirit  and 
by  Faith  that  we  receive  the  expectation  of  justice.  For 
in  Christ  Jesus — that  is,  in  the  regenerate  who  have 
received  the  hiK.  Oeov — neither  circumcision  availeth  any- 
thing nor  uncircumcision  but  Faith  working  by  Love.' 
Nothing  can  be  more  separate  and  separable  from  the 
vofia  than  that  intrinsic  BLKacocrvvr]  ^to^?  which  St.  Paul 
preaches :  that  SiKaioawr}  which  during  the  period  of 
the  Law  of  Moses  was,  in  its  actual  '  phase'  or  form,  the 
fulfilment  of  the   Law   with   those  who  were  '  shut    up' 
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under  the  Law, — as  the  Passage  of  the  four  fyap  clearly 
demonstrates.     For, — ol  iroirjraX  voiiov  BiKaiojOrjcrovTai. 


The  preceding  explanations,  &c.,  are  presented  to  the 
reader  as  an  approximation  to  the  true  meaning  of  the 
Apostle  in  the  Eight  Chapters  on  Justification  taken 
from  the  two  Epistles.  And,  in  conclusion,  we  submit  to 
the  scientific  critic  that  the  (1)  SiKaioavvT]  6eov,  the 
(2)  BiKaio<;,  the  (3)  BiKacovv,  the  (4)  SiKatovcrOaL  and  the 
BiKaia)a-i<;  of  St.  Paul  are  of  precisely  the  same  import 
and  nature,  (term  and  thing),  as  the  (1)  Justitia  Dei,  the 
(2)  Justus,  the  (3)  justificare,  the  (4)  justificari  and  the 
Justificatio  of  the  Sixth  Session  of  the  Council  of  Trent ; 
and  are  altogether  opposed  to  the  '  Justice  of  God', 
the  'just,'  the  'justify'  (the  'accounting'  or  'being 
accounted'  just),  and  the  Justification  of  all  these  Sym- 
bolical writings  which  are  to  be  traced  back  to  Luther  as 
their  '  great  original'.  Of  the  Pauline  Doctrine  with  the 
Tridentine  doctrine  of  Justification  the  identity  is  such 
that  the  diflFerence  between  the  two  forms, — the  Pauline 
and  the  Tridentine, — may  be  aptly  described  as  the 
difference  between  St.  Paul  before,  and  St.  Paul  after,  the 
scriptural  interpretations  of  the  German  Reformer. 


CHAPTER   VII. 

The  Argument  as  to  the  BtKaioavvr)  irapa  6eu>  op 
Rom.  ij.  13,  14, — prom  (1)  the  ^r^aerai  op  i.  17,  and 
(2)  from  the  rjfiaprov  op  hi.  23. — Concluding  Obser- 
vations. 

As  a  final  proof  of  Intrinsic  Justification ;  that  is,  of 
the  fact  that  the  Pauline  BcKaioavvrj  6eov,  and, — in  the  case 
of  the  justification  of  adults, — the  BiKaioavvr}  Oeov  e'/c 
TTio-rect)?,  is  purely  intrinsic  we  will  conclude  with  an 
argument  drawn,  j^rsi,  from  the  ^rja-eraL  of  Rom.  i.  17,  and 
dealing  with  the  first  and  second  chapters  exclusively, 
and  drawn,  secondly,  from  the  rj^aprov  of  iii.  23,  and  deal- 
ing with  the  second  and  third  alone.  As  an  exegetical 
proof  nothing,  it  seems  to  us,  could  well  be  stronger  and 
it  is  one  which,  in  a  concise  and  concentrated  form,  is 
rightly  reserved  to  the  last;  as  its  force  and  cogency 
will  be  the  better  appreciated  in  consequence  of  all  that 
has  been  said  in  the  preceding  pages.  The  Apostle  says 
(i.  17)  o  he  SUaLO<;  e'/c  7ri(TT€co<;  ^T^aerai.  'He  and  he 
only  who  is  just  with  the  justice  which  is  of  Faith  shall 
live.'     Or  :  '  The  just  man  shall  be  just  and  live,  only  by 
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tlie  justice  which  is  of  Faith/  Now,  whether  the  ^^crereu 
forms  the  predicate  of  the  Evangelic  Aphorism  or  not, 
(and  although  it  includes  the  life  of  grace,  the  '  living'  to 
G-od,  here  on  earth),  yet,  by  the  agreement  of  all,  it 
especially  and  pre-eminently  means  'shall  have  eternal 
life  hereafter/ 

Turning  to  the  first  half  of  chapter  ii,  what  do  we 
find  ?  We  find  this  same  ^TjaeTai, — not  the  word  itself 
but  the  thing  which  it  connotes,  viz.  the  ^(orj  auovio<;, — 
presented  to  us  in  the  most  decisive  connexion  possible, 
namely,  the  Judgment  Day.  We  find  it  entering  in  by  a 
process  of  final  retribution  which  is  a  certain  fact  of  the 
future  and  the  fixed  and  immutable  '  order  of  the  day*. 
Upon  what  is  this  ^ijaerai, — the  ^^aercu  of  the  Evangelic 
Aphorism,  reappearing  in  the  Second  Chapter, — here 
made  to  depend  ?  Upon  what  is  it  founded  ?  Upon  the 
presence  of  intrinsic  righteousness  in  the  person  judged; 
and  upon  that  righteousness  alone.  6  8LKaio<;  ^^aerat : 
no  BiKaioavvT],  no  ^rjaerac, — a  truth,  or  rather  a  matter  of 
fact,  as  certain  as  the  Judgment-day  itself  is  certain. 
Moreover,  in  connexion  with  the  vofjuo^;, — as  it  is  viewed 
from  ver.  12, — it  is  the  ^ijaerac  of  the  Legal  Aphorism. 
The  Apostle  here  reproduces  and  reaffirms  (1)  the  o 
"irotTjaat;  avra  avOpoiiro^  ^yjaerai  iv  avroh  of  the  Law, 
(2)  the  TovTo  TTolec  koI  ^fja-rj  of  Jesus  Christ  to  the 
Lawyer,  and  (3)  el  Be  0e\ei,<i  eiaeXOeiv  eh  rrjv  ^(ot)v  rijpet 
ra?  ipToXa<i  of  the  same  to  the  young   man.     Through 
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what  principle  is  the  ^Tjaerac  connected  with  this  intrinsic 
justice  ?  The  judicial  principle, — and,  in  the  case  of  the 
v6fio<;,  the  legal  principle,— of  retribution  or  recom- 
pence, — one  of  the  strongest  forms  of  acquisition.  What 
then  is  the  true  logical  outcome  of  the  chain  of  reasoning 
from  ver.  2  to  ver.  16,  reproducing,  as  it  does,  the 
^i](7€Tac  of  the  first  chapter  in  connexion  with  the  Law 
and  the  Judgment  Day  ?  Clearly  Intrinsic  Justification 
'  of  life^ — a  8iKaLa>(Ti,<i  ^a>rj<i  of  which  the  BcKaLocrvvr)  is 
intrinsic.  But,  if  the  BcKaioavvrj  and  the  BUaio^  upon 
which  the  ^rjaerai  of  the  two  chapters  is  founded  in  the 
second  chapter  be  intrinsic  and  indeed  legal  (vv.  12,  13), 
what  must  the  BtKatoavvr)  and  the  SiKato^  upon  which 
the  same  ^rjo-erat  as  manifestly  depends  in  the  first 
chapter  (ver.  17), — what  must  this  pair  be  ?  The  ^Tjcrerat 
itself  answers  us  that  they  also  must  denote  intrinsic 
justice  :  the  words  themselves  thus  bearing  the  meaning 
which,  in  the  earliest  instance  of  their  occurrence,  it 
would  from  a  lexical  point  of  view  be  most  usual  and 
natural  to  assign  them.*  From  the  one  ^i^creTat,  then,  of 
the  two  chapters  we  necessarily  deduce  one  sustaining 
BiKaioavvT]  vrapa  dem  which,  in  the  second  chapter,  is 
shown  to  be  intrinsic.  Intrinsic  through  vv.  6,  7,  8, 
9,  10,  and  legal  as  well  as  intrinsic  in  vv.  12,  13. 

Turning  from  the  ^rjaerai  to  the  rjixapTov  we  find  that 

*  It  is  immaterial  whether  we  joiu  the  diKaw(;  with  tK  TriVrtwf  (as  Meyer 
and  others  do)  or  not. 
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as  the  former  is  common  to  the  first  and  second  Chapters 
so  the  latter  is  common  to  the  second  and  the  third  ; 
and  again,  as  the  former  has  a  direct  logical  connexion 
with  the  hiKaioavvT)  irapa  Oem  of  i.  and  ii.,  so  the  latter 
has  a  direct  logical  connexion  with  the  hi,K.  tt.  6.  of  ii. 
and  iii.  What  is  the  connexion  between  the  •^/x.  and  the 
hiK.  TT.  6.  of  chap.  ii.  ?  The  hiK.  tt.  6.,  as  is  shown  by  the 
reasoning  of  the  passage  o£  the  four  '^ap,  logically  casta 
out  the  rjiJi..  so  that  it  cannot  enter  in  to  prevent  blissful 
and  saving  relations  between  the  soul  and  God  either 
here  or  hereafter.  The  ov  yap  and  the  aXXa  of  ii.  13 
prove  that  the  SUatot  tt.  6.  are  under  neither  the  rffiaprov 
nor  the  KptOria-ovraL  of  ver.  12  :  prove,  therefore,  that 
the  hiK.  IT.  6.  of  ver.  13  casts  out  and  abolishes  the  rfp..  as 
in  this  Hfe,  so  at  the  Judgment  day.  Now  in  chap.  iii. 
we  meet  with  the  same  rjp^aprov  again  and  in  logical 
connexion  with  the  ht,K.  6eov.  iravre^i  yap  r]/j,aprov 
BiKaiovfievoi  Bcopeav,  k.t.X.  '  For  all  have  sinned,  being 
freely  [h.e.  by  a  free  gift  of  justice)  justified',  &c.  (ver.  23.) 
Here  again  the  Slk.  6eov  abolishes  or  cancels  the 
ijfjLaprov,  so  that  it  can  no  longer  enter  in  to  prevent 
blissful  and  saving  relations  between  the  soul  and  God. 
For,  if  it  did  not  do  this,  what  would  Justification,  through 
the  blood  of  Christ,  profit  ?  or  how  would  it  be  the  recon- 
ciliation of  the  sinner  with  God  ?*     Now  must  not  the 

*  From  these  and  other  considerations  the  conclasion  plainly  follows 
that   no   system   of  Jiisliticaiion   which    does   not    renwve    the   intrinsic 
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StK.  IT.  6.  wMch  does  away  witli  the  rj/jb.  in  chap.  ii. 
12,  13,  be  the  same  hiK.  as  that  which  Moes  away^  with 
the  rjix.  of  chap.  iii.  23  ?  And  must  not  the  St/c.  of  iii.  10, 
which  logically  excludes  the  w^'  ajxapriav  of  ver.  7,  be 
the  same  as  the  Si/c.  of  ver.  20,  which  in  like  manner 
logically  includes  the  d/xaprla  there  ?  But  the  SUaiof; 
IT.  6.  of  ii.  13,  and  the  Sikuco^  (tt.  0.)  of  iii.  10,  are  mani- 
festly intrinsic.  The  first  is  legal;  the  second  is 
St.  Paul's  ovm  word  substituted  for  the  ttolcop  'X^prjaTo- 
TTjTa  of  the  Psalmist.  And,  if  so,  then  the  SoKatocrvpr} 
ivcoTTLov  Oeov  of  iii.  20,  and  the  8lk.  ^ct)^9  of  iii.  23, — 
holding,  as  they  do,  the  same  annulling*  relation  to  the 
d/uLaprla  and  the  rjfjbapTov  as  the  former  pair, — must  he 
intrinsic  also. 

Lastly,  the  SiKaiocrvvT],  occurring  eight  times  in  chap,  iv., 
is  the  same  as  the  Bck.  Scopeav  of  iii.  23.  Thus  one 
intrinsic  SiKaLoavvi]  6eov  reigns  through  the  first  four 
chapters  of  Romans.  Whether,  therefore,  we  apply  to  the 
BtKacocrvvr]  Oeov  of  the  first  and  third  chapters  the 
^rjaerai,  or  the  rjixaprov,  we  still  arrive  at  the  same 
conclusion,  the  conclusion,  namely,  that  the  BiKatoavvij 
of  the  Pauline  doctrine  of  Justification  by  Faith  is  an 
intrinsic  Justice  or  Righteousness. 

TjnaQTOv  and  replace  it  by  the  intrinsic  SiKaioavvij  can  be  a  system  of 
Salvation.  But  the  Extrinsic  system  glories  in  not  removing  the  one  and 
replacing  it  with  the  other. 

*  Casting  it  out  so  that  it  cannot  enter  in  to  prevent  blissful  and  saving 
relations  between  the  soul  and  God  here  and  hereafter. 
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As  to  the  desperate  theory  of  inadvertence,  on  the  part 
of  the  Apostle  in  the  second  chapter,  adopted  by  Baur 
and  Pfleiderer  to  account  for  the  contrariety  between  the 
teaching  of  this  chapter  and  the  Extrinsic  system  of 
Justification,  it  is  abundantly  evident,  from  the  depth,  the 
force,  the  definiteness  and  the  close,  elaborate  reasoning 
which  characterise  the  chapter  throughout,  that  St.  Paul 
was  fully  alive  to  its  vital  bearing  on  the  subject  which 
he  was  unfolding  and  on  the  argument  he  was  conducting. 

We  may  add  here  that  as  to  chapter  ii.  Melancthon 
says  "  Haec  descriptio  est  justitia  Legis  quae  nihil  prorsus 
impedit  alia  dicta  de  justitia  Fidei."*  A  dexterous  gloss 
which  we  have  twice  before  quoted.  And  the  Protestant 
commentator  Hodge  says  that  St.  Paul  "  is  here  laying 
down  those  general  principles  of  justice  according  to 
which,   irrespective   of    the    Gospel,    all   men   are   to   be 

judged.^t 

But,  in  the  first  place,  St.  Paul  is  not  Haying  down 
principles'.  He  is  describing  an  event,  a  certain  fact  of 
the  future.  An  event  which  consists,  (or  ^vill  consist, — it 
is  the  same  thing),  in  the  application,  the  putting  into 
execution  and  practical  exhibition  of  certain  principles, — 
and,  among  them,  the  principle  of  '  merit', — a  '  law'  or 
principle    which    Protestant    Theology   has    steadfastly 

*  Melan.  Comm.  Rom.  ii.  13. 

t  Hodge,  Comm.  Rom.    Quoted  from  Farrar's  '  Life  of  St.  Paul',  vol.  2, 
p.  230,  7u>te.     The  italics  are  our  own. 
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resisted  for  upwards  of  three  hundred  years.  Yet  here 
it  is,  beyond  all  doubt,  recognised  and  put  into  execution 
at  the  Last  Day,  in  the  form  of  a  judicial  aTroBoai^  (ver.  6) . 

In  the  second  place,  if  St.  Paul,  (supposing  it  possible), 
were  desciibing,(for  a  description  verses  6  ff.  most  certainly 
are),  this  event  '  irrespective  of  the  Gospel,^  then  he  is 
describing  it  irrespective  of  the  SiKaioa-vvr)  deov  e'/c  irLareo)^. 
But  in  this  case  how  comes  the  i^rjaerat, — the  ^wr]  aloivLo^; 
to  be  here  at  all  ?  To  be  here  as  a  matter  of  fact  ? 
For  it  belongs  solely  to  the  ScKaioavvrj  Oeov.  Take  away 
the  one  and  you  take  away  the  other.  Remove  the  BtK. 
Oeov  and  the  ^rjaerai  could  not  be  found  here, — no  not 
even  hypothetically ,  much  less  as  a  matter  of  fact.  Be- 
cause the  Blk.  Oeov  is  absolutely  the  only  Blk.  ^corjt;.  No 
human  being  ever  was  or  ever  will  be  saved  without  it. 
Without  the  TriVrt?!.  X.  he  can  be  saved,  {e.g.  as  a  pious 
heathen  believing  God,  &c.*)  (2)  Without  the  Trto-ri?  Oeov 
he  can  be  saved  {e.g.  as  an  infant)  :  but  without  the 
TTvevfxa  BiKaLO(Tvvr]<i  never. 

In  conclusion,  we  would  point  out  that  from  the  second 
and  the  fourth  chapters  of  Romans  are  established  : 

1.  The  Catholic  doctrine  of  ^condign  merit.'  airoBdoa-eL 
eKCLcrrw  Kara  ra  epya  avrov.  (ver.  6.) 

Here  is  otie  word  conveying  owe  principle  extending  to 

*  Comp.  Gury.  S.  J,  '  De  necessitate  Fidei'.  Art.  2,  which  gives  the 
'  Sententia  Probabilior' ;  with  the  remarkable  words  :  "  Christus  media 
non  mutavit." 
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the  good,  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  the  evil  on  the  other. 
The  principle  being  one  the  relation  is  the  same,  though 
to  different  objects.  Again,  where  the  judicial  principle 
and  the  legal  principle  come  in, — there  merit  comes  in. 
The  Reformers  upheld  this  from  the  beginning  and  their 
followers  now.  Tliis  principle  of  merit,  which  is  carried 
into  execution  at  the  day  of  Judgment,  is,  to  use  the 
words  of  Hodge,  "one  of  the  principles  of  justice 
according  to  which  all  men  are  to  be  judged.^'* 

2.  The  existence  of  'mortal'  and  denial'  sin.  ol 
iroiijTal  vofiov  BiKaicodijaovrac.  Now,  we  know  that  no 
man  is  perfect,  or  perfectly  fulfils  the  vofio^:,  or  the  will  of 
God  %a)/)t9  vofiov.  Yet,  for  all  that,  St.  Paul  says  that,  if 
a  7rotr]Ti]<i  vofiov,  he  is  SiKaio<;  irapa  Oeov  and,  (as  tt.  0 
implies,  see  Gal.  iii.  11),  heir  of  the  ^iqaerai. 

3.  The  purgation  of  Purgatory.  For  the  Troirjral 
pofiov  must  be  purged  and  purified  of  venial  sin,  or  its 
remains,  before  they  can  be  admitted  into  that  kino-dom 
into  which  nothing  defiled  shall  enter. 

4.  The  doctrine  of  merit  of  congruity.  'ETrcarevaev 
*A^paa.fi  rat  OeS  xal  iXojia-67]  auToJ  et?  SiKaioavvrjv  (iv.  3.) 

Here  the  connexion  between  the  7ricm<;  and  the  8ck.  is 
one  of  '  inducement',  that  is  to  say,  '  merit  of  congruity', 
which,   properly   speaking,    is   not    'merit'   at  all.     For 

*  Thoagh  how  the  principles  which  regulate  the  proceedings  of  a  day 
which  is  to  be  a  day  of  Salvation  for  all  the  faithful  can  operate  '  irrespec- 
tive of',— that  is  in  fact  exclude,— the  'principles'  of  the  Gospel, — who  can 
understand  ? 
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Justification  is  a  '  gi-ace^  and  *  not  of  works  lest  any  man 
should  glory/  Yet^  for  all  that^  God  gives  tlie  BLKaioavvr} 
'  on  account  of ^  tlie  fulfilled  condition  of  the  iricrTi^.  Ato 
Koi  iXoyiaOr}  avrm  eh  Bck.  iv.  22.  The  connexion,  we 
repeat,  is  one  of  ^  inducement'  and  not  one  of  ^  instru- 
mentality.' 

Besides  its  clear  condemnation  in  the  fourth  chapter 
of  Romans,  the  notion  of  Faith's  being  the  opyavov 
\7]7rTiKov,  or  '  instrument  of  apprehension'  in  respect  of 
the  StKatocrvvT]  6eov,  is  also  condemned  on  psychological 
grounds.  The  Tr/crTt?  cannot  apprehend  the  Slk.  whether 
that  be  the  free  gift  of  the  Trvev/ma  ^coottocovv  or,  (which, 
however,  it  is  not),  an  extrinsic  '  favourable  regard';  but 
can  only  *  induce'  the  divine  bestowal  of  the  one  or  the 
divine  and  gracious  extension  of  the  other.  The  opyavov 
Xtjittlkov,  like  the  '  extrinsic  justice'  with  which  it  is 
matched,  may  well  be  called  'an  idol  of  the  Schools'. 
The  historic  Trlara  of  the  Reformation  can  in  reality, 
(and  in  the  matter  of  Man's  Justification  we  are  dealing 
with  '  realities'),  perform  no  such  task  as  that  which  the 
system  of  Extrinsic  Justification  has  assigned  it.  Such 
a  function  is  at  variance  with  the  known  laws  of  things, 
as  well  as  with  St.  Paul's  own  account  of  the  connexion. 

"  There  is  no  small  difierence,"  says  Bacon,*  "  between 
the  idols  of  the  human  mind  and  the  ideas  of  the  Divine 
mind ;  that  is  to  say  between  certain  idle  dogmas  and 
*  Bacon's  Novum  Organum,  Took  I,  Aphorism  23. 
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the  real  stamp  and  impression  of  created  objects,  as  tkey 
are  found  in  nature  :" — and  we  may  add  '  of  certain  real 
processes  as  they  are  presented  to  us  in  the  pages  of 
St.  Paul/ 

CAVE.  PAULUM.  ROMANIS.  GBAECE  ALLOQUENTEM.  NE.  BOMAKUS.  IPSE.  HAA 


END    OF    PART    I. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 


The  Author  of  these  pages  deems  it  desirable,  at  the 
conclusion  of  them,  to  tell  the  reader  that  they  are  not 
at  all  'put  forth  as  a  reply  to  Canon  Farrar^s  recent 
exposition  of  the  Life  and  Work  of  St.  Paul.  For  they 
were  written  during  a  period  of  years,  and  finished  months 
before  the  appearance  of  that  work.  Upon  a  careful 
study,  however,  of  certain  parts  of  it,  after  it  had  been 
given  to  the  world,  a  note  was  here  and  there  placed  in 
them;  and  also  Canon  Farrar' s  name  was  added  to  the 
Catalogue  of  Protestant  Commentators  and  Theologians 
given  in  the  Preface. 

Since,  by  his  learned,  lengthy,  powerful  and  applauded 
work  on  the  life  and  teaching  of  the  Apostle,  this  divine 
had  now  become  a  conspicuous  exponent  and  sustainer  of 
the  Extrinsic — which  to  him  is  the  Pauline — system  of 
Justification  by  Faith. 

At  the  same  time,  it  cannot  be  denied,  {and  those  who 
are,  so  to  speak,  best  able  to  comprehend  a  theological 
situation  will  become  the  most  fully  alive  to  the  fact,) 
that,  if  the  Exegesis  and  reasoning  of  these  pages  be  sound 
and  true,  then  Canon  Farrar' s  Exposition  of  St.  Paul  is, 
from  the  first  chapter  of  his  Work  to  the  last,  essentially 
destroyed. 

January  19,  1880. 
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Note  A. 


We  have  said  (chap.  i.  p.  1,  note)  that  the  Pauline  v6fio<;, 
whether  with  or  without  the  article,  ever  means  the  Law 
of  Moses  and  no  other.  This  was  the  construction  put 
upon  it  not  only  by  all  the  ancient  expositors  down  to 
the  time  of  the  Reformation,  but  also  by  the  Reformers 
themselves,  and  this  is  the  exegetical  conviction  of  the 
great  majority  of  the  modern  commentators,  &c.  And 
this  majority  seems  on  the  increase. 

Among  the  other  evidences,  more  or  less  cogent,  of  the 
'  unique^  meaning  of  the  word, — and  they  are  very  many, 
— the  passage  Trepiro/MT]  fiev  axpeXel  eav  vojmiv  7rpdcrar]<; 
(Rom,  ii.  25)  holds  a  conspicuous  place,  and  seems,  (at 
least  to  us),  quite  decisive  on  the  point.  The  -Apostle 
says  :  '  Circumcision,  (not  rj  TrepLTo^r]  but  simply  ireptT. 
comp.  ver.  27),  profiteth  if  thou  keep  the  vofia.'  Now 
there  never  was  but  one  vofia  through  the  fulfilment  of 
which  ax^eXeia  accrued  to  the  epvofia  from  7repiTo/j,r]. 
And  that  Law  was  the  Law  of  Moses.  It  is  only  by 
virtue  of  the  divine  ordinance  that  the  two  things  are 
connected  together  at  all.  Take  away  the  Mosaic  Insti- 
tute which  makes  the  vofio^  what  it  is  in  connexion  with 
the  TrepiTOfir],  and  the  Treptrofxr}  what  it  is  in  connexion 
with  the  vofiof;;  make  Treptrofir]  circumcision  in  the 
abstract, — the  Mosaic  Circumcision  or  any  other  Circum- 
cision,— and  make  the  vofia  the  Law  of  Moses,  or  any 
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other  positive  Law,  and  what  becomes  of  the  w^iXeta 
which  could  only  be  derived  from  the  divinely-ordered 
connexion  of  two  particular  things  ; — a  particular  circum- 
cision and  a  particular  v6fj,o<;  ?  Nay,  where  is  the 
connexion  between  circumcision  and  positive  law?  There 
is  none  whatever, — any  more  than  there  is  between 
positive  law  and  unshorn  locks  !  Christians  both  have 
been  and  are  under  a  divine  Law.  Yet  could  the 
Apostle  say  to  the  Gentile  Christians  then  or  to  the 
Gentile  Christians  now  :  '  Circumcision  profiteth  if  thou 
keep  Law/  Remove  the  Divine  Ordinance,  and  no  con- 
nexion exists  between  the  rite  of  Circumcision  and 
Positive  Law. 

Vaughan,  who,  with  Hoffmann  and  Lightfoot  and 
others,  maintains  the  division  between  v6fio<i — 'Law' 
generally,  and  6  vofia — the  'Law  of  Moses,'  puts  his 
explanation  on  this  passage,  and  translates  the  7rep(,To/j,r} 
of  the  text  (ver.  25)  by  "  such  a  thing  as  circumcision," 
and  the  v6/Mo<i  of  the  text  by  "  such  a  thing  as  a  law/' 
Now  Trepirofjir]  means  definitely  the  rite  of  circumcision 
and  no  other  rite,  (whether  the  Jewish  rite  or  any  other 
rite  of  circumcision  is  a  further  question)  ; — therefore,  if 
by  his  words  Vaughan  means  'a  rite,'  such  as  e.g. 
Circumcision,  he  is  drifting  from  his  author,  who  means 
Circumcision  and  nothing  else.  And  again :  what  has 
'  such  a  thing'  as  Circumcision  to  do  with  '  such  a  thing' 
as  law  ?  Nothing  at  all :  unless  the  law  in  any  particular 
instance  happened  to  prescribe  it.  But  '  such  a  thing  as 
a  law'  includes,  and  is  meant  to  include,  all  instances  of 
a  Positive  Law.  If,  however,  the  words  "  such  a  thing  as 
Circumcision"  mean  tJie  thing  Circumcision  (be  it  Jewish 
or  any  other),  still  what  connexion  has  the  thing  Circum- 
cision with  '  such  a  thing'  as  Law.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  the  oy^eXeta,  logically  taken,  only  holds  of  a  parti- 
cular Circumcision  and  a  particular  Law.  Yet  to  neither 
word  is  the  article  prefixed.     Its  absence,  therefore,  from 
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the  v6fio<;,  whether  here  or  elsewhere,  affords  no  intimation 
that  the  v6/jLo<i  has  in  that  case  a  wider  range  than 
belongs  to  the  6  v6fio<i.  The  same  holds  good  of  the 
irepiTOfiT). 

The  I/6/X09  throughout  the  whole  argument  of  this 
chapter  is  one  and  the  same,  namely,  the  Law  of  Moses : 
for  every  v6fio<;  from  ver.  13  to  ver.  27  is  strung  on  the 
same  chain  of  reasoning; — of  reasoning  with  the  Jew  or 
the  Judaiser. 


Note  B. 

e'^'  c5  Trai/re?  rjfiaprov.     Eom.  v.  12. 
Eo  quod  omnes  peccaverunt. 

The  Tjfiaprov  of  this  famous  passage  is  not  the  ijfiapTov 
of  chap.  iii. ;  nor  is  the  irdvre^i  here  the  iravre'i  there. 
For  the  ijfiapTov  of  this  passage  means  the  ap-apria  per- 
taining to  the  transgression  {ro  irapd-Tnuipa)  of  Adam, 
whereas  the  ijpaprov  of  chap.  iii.  means  the  intrinsic  and 
actual  sins, — the  dpapria — pertaining  to  the  personal 
transgressions  or  '  sins '  of  each  individual  himself  for 
himself.  Consequently,  the  ijpaprov  of  Rom.  chap.  v. 
supplies  no  argument  at  all  against  intrinsic  justice  such 
as  the  rjpaprov  of  chap.  iii.  would  certainly  do  if  it  were 
*  universaliter'  universal  of  moral  adults.  Here  we  have 
only  the  dpapria  derived  from  Adam^s  Trapdirrcopa  to 
each  individual.  Now,  if  God  could  justify  Adam  with  an 
intrinsic  justification  from  the  results  or  effects  of  this 
one  TrapdiTTcopa,  (the  only  transgression,  for  aU  we  know, 
of  which  he  ever  was  guilty),  restoring  to  him, — and  more 
than  restoring,  even  though  human  frailty  and  human 
infirmity  was  allowed  to  remain, — the  Justice  in  which 
he  had  been  originally  constituted  and  which  he  had  lost, 
— if  God  could  do  this,  (and  the  divine  never  lived  who 
would  deny  that  God  could  do  this  if  he  chose,)  much 
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more  could  he  justify  Adam's  descendants  witli  intrinsic 
justification, — who  had  no  personal  and  actual  partici- 
pation in  his  crime.  It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  further 
into  the  exegesis  of  this  passage.  ^Compare,  however, 
with  it  the  following  passage  from  Isaiah  liii.  6  :  Travra 
aJ9  irpo^ara  eTrXavijdTjfieV'  avdpwiro'i  rfj  6Sg3  avroO 
eifKavrjOTj.  koX  KvpLo<i  TrapeSoiKev  avrov  ral<;  ajMaprlai^ 
r]iJiS)v.  But,  surely,  the  Prophet  is  here  comprehending, 
in  one  exhaustive  view,  all  human  sin  {d/MapTia),  (1) 
original  and  (2)  actual,  and,  as  to  actual,  (a)  mortal  which 
destroys,  and  (^)  light  or  venial  which,  though  it  destroys 
not,  yet  impairs  the  hiKaLOavvq  dead  (or  irapa  6eS). 


Note  C. 

"Trapa  6ew  (ii.  13)  and  evwiriov  6eov  (iii.  20). 

Meyer  says  of  these  two  forms  that  they  are  '  exactly 
alike'  {ganz  gleich) ;  and,  though  that  is  true  in  the  con- 
nexion in  which  he  says  it,  yet,  between  the  two  prepo- 
sitions, there  is  some  diflference. 

The  Trapa  can  go  with  what  is  suhjective  as  well  as 
with  what  is  objective,  e.g.  (1)  ou  yap  eari  TvpoawiroXrjiJL-y^Ca 
Trapa  OeS.  Here  the  Trapa  is  joined  to  a  subjective 
thing : — an  attribute.  (2)  ov  yap  aKpoaral  vofxov  BiKaioc 
Trapa  OeS.  Here  it  is  associated  with  what  is  '  intrinsic' 
and  'objective';  namely  the  intrinsic  divine  justice  in 
man  which  according  to  the  judgment  of  God  (Deo 
Judice)  is  true  justice.  Compare  ficopla  Trapa  Bern 
(1  Cor.  iii.  19) — an  intrinsic  and  objective  folly.  See 
Winer,  N.  T.  Grammar  [Trapa).  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  ivdoTTLov  would  always  seem  to  demand  an  object  to 
correspond  with  it :  either  an  object  confronting  the 
slnijjle  apprehension  : — '  he  fell  down  before  him';     '  they 
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fled  before  him',  07'  an  object  confronting  the  judgment, 
where  the  objective  agreement  or  conformity  of  two 
things  is  the  object  before  the  Judge,  e.g.  tjaav  he  SUaioi 
dfi<j>6Tepoi  ivwiTLov  rod  Oeov.  k.t.\.  (Lukei.  6). 


Note  D. 
The  Protestant  Symbols. 

I.  For  the  Protestant  confessions  and  symbolical 
writings  embodying,  (with  modifications),  the  Extrinsic 
system  of  Justification  the  reader  should  consult : 

(1)  Schafi^s  Creeds  of  the  Evangelical  Protestant 
Churches. 

(2)  Schaffs  History  of  the  Creeds. 

(3)  Winer's  Collection  of  the  Confessions  of  Christ- 
endom. 

(4)  Winer's  Comparative  View  of  the  Doctrines  and 
Confessions  of  the  various  Communities  of  Christendom. 

(5)  Moehler's  Symbolism  (Protestant  Symbols).  All 
these  are  in  English. 

II.  The  theologian  will  hardly  need  to  be  reminded  that, 
if  the  SiKaiocrvvr]  Oeov  (=  Six.  irapa  Oecf)  of  Romans  ii. 
is  the  same  as  the  ^lk.  Oeov  of  Romans  i.,  iii.,  and  iv.,  and 
the  same  as  the  St/c.  Oeov  or  the  hiK.  {absol.)  of  Galatians  ii., 
iii.,  iv.,  and  v.,  then  the  Pauline  doctrine  of  Justification 
is  in  direct  and  fatal  collision  with  all  the  symbolical 
writings  or  statements  of  the  'reformed'  (or  Protestant) 
communities,  and  among  them — e.g.,  (1)  the  'Confession 
of  Augsburg/  (2)  Melancthon's  'Apology,'  (3)  the  'West- 
minster Confession,'  (4)  the  Fifty-three  Sermons,  the 
N.  T.  'notes'  and  Catechism  of  Wesley,  (5)  the  'Formula 
Concordiae,'  and  (6)  lastly  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  and 
Homilies  (on  Justification)  of  the  Anglican  Church. 
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Note  B. 

De  Wette^s  Explanation  op  Eomans  ii.  12,  13,  14,  15. 

The  following  is  De  Wette's  solution  of  the  problem 
of  the  Passage  of  the  Four  yap.  .  .  .  ''  The  main  thought 
evidently  is  that  even  the  Gentiles  have  a  rule  of 
accounting  [of  being  accountable],  viz.,  in  the  law  of 
nature.  The  correct  view  of  the  connexion  of  our  verses 
with  the  foregoing  will,  therefore,  be  this  :  that  they  are 
intended  to  make  good  {hegriinden)  what  is  affirmed  in 
verses  12,  13, — with  reference  to  the  Gentiles,  by 
exhibiting  the  rule  of  accounting  which  applies  also  in 
their  case  :  namely,  not  merely  to  make  good  the  one- 
sided proposition  in  ver.  12  A. — that  the  Gentiles  also 
will  be  punished — but  to  show  that  there  is  also  a 
justification  given,  which  is  said,  in  ver.  18,  merely  in 
reference  to  the  Jews,  but  is  tacitly  extended  also  to  the 
Gentiles." — De  Wette,  Comm,  Rom.  ii.    {Compare  original.) 
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